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ABSTRACT

This study explores the perceptions of educational psychologists (EPs) in relation to early literacy development, difficulties/delay, assessment and intervention at the ‘beginning reading’ stage.  It is particularly concerned with how these perceptions link to the current research based findings.   

Research over the past thirty years has indicated a shift in understanding of how children learn to read and consequently why they do not learn.  There is currently a combination of traditional teaching methods, theoretical models and ideas from new research that co-exist thus creating a maze through which the EP must tread in supporting schools to support children who are experiencing difficulty in acquiring literacy skills. 

McGuinness (1997) describes a revolution in the understanding of ‘beginning reading’ instruction resulting from an ‘explosion of scientific research’ (p.12) and sets out four principles informing a paradigm shift.   These principles are considered alongside prevailing and current reading methods in the context of a scientific revolution described by Kuhn (2014) and mapped to EP perceptions.

The current small scale investigation used Q-methodology (Stephenson, 1953), an inverted technique of factor analysis to explore EP perceptions.  EP participants were asked to rank order a set of statements (about early literacy/’beginning reading’) from ‘least agree’ to ‘most agree’.   The results reflected very diverse opinions and inconsistency in reported practice, the combination of which frequently contradicted the current evidence base.  Five factors or word views were extracted.  One of these was positioned within a new paradigm of research based practice.  EPs linked to this worldview agreed the focus should be on identifying children’s skills and knowledge at the word level (systematic phonics) and targeting these areas in assessment and interventions.  The remaining four factors, or worldviews, all fell within the prevailing paradigm, or pre-paradigmic stage, characterised by an eclectic mix of strategies and holistic assessment, often not even considering a pupil’s progress at the word level.  The varying worldviews were discussed in relation to the role of the EP and the early literacy instruction literature.  Consequently, implications for practice were highlighted.  Limitations of the study were discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1INTRODUCTION


1.1	Overview

This chapter introduces the study by initially describing how the overall thesis is organised (1.2).  Next, it sets out the aims of the research, while providing some working definitions relating to the area of study  (1.3) and then goes on to provide a rationale for the investigation within the context of other published research in the area (1.4).  The origins of this study are explained (1.5) together with its distinctive contribution (1.5) in terms of increasing knowledge in the research area.  An outline of the methodological approach and epistemological position is provided (1.6).  The part reflexive thinking plays in the study is then outlined (1.7) before a final summary of this chapter (1.8).

How the overall thesis is organised

In its six chapters, this thesis reports on a study investigating educational psychologists’ (EPs) perceptions of early literacy development, difficulties, assessment and intervention in the context of a paradigm shift informed by the findings from research in the area of ‘beginning reading’.  

Chapter 1, the Introduction, introduces the topic of the study through a statement of the problems in relation to ‘beginning reading’; a new and expanding evidence base; and EP practice in a changing frame of reference reflected in the findings from reading research.  The rationale for the present research is set out in the broader political and historical context of the teaching of reading, as well as in relation to the study’s relevance and contribution to the field of educational psychology. This chapter sets out the overall aims of the study, discusses the epistemological position taken by the author and, within that, the positioning of Q-methodology, the research tool employed in the study to explore EP perceptions and attitudes towards ‘beginning reading’.  The chapter concludes with consideration of reflexive thinking, the entwined relationship between the researcher and the researched, and the mindfulness required to attempt to keep this in critical view.

Chapter 2, the Literature Review, provides an examination of published material related to ‘beginning reading’.  It begins by describing a scientific revolution, both from a theoretical viewpoint and also in relation to its practical application to ‘beginning reading’.  A map has been developed and presented in the context of a revolution and shifting paradigm in the way ‘beginning reading’ is understood,   through a critical examination of the prevailing methods, and in the light of more recent research informed findings.  Since ‘beginning reading’ instruction operates within a political climate, government initiatives and policies are also tracked against the shifting paradigm.  Throughout the review, the reader is frequently brought back to the relevance of this revolution to EPs in their day to day practice.  

Chapter 3, the Method, begins with an explanation of Q-methodology and why it was selected for the current study. The operationalization of the method is set out, including the design, research instrument, participants and procedure.  The collection of the flow of communicability surrounding the topic of ‘beginning reading’ is described together with the subsequent process of reducing this to a sample of statements for EPs to rank order according to how much they agree or disagree with them.  These statements can be found on pp.113-118.  Construction and distribution of the Q-sort packs is detailed.  The chapter concludes with ethical considerations, their implications for the study and steps taken to ensure consistency with the guiding principles of research ethics.

Chapter 4, the Results, reports the quantitative and qualitative findings of the study.  The description of the factor analysis of the ranked statements is given and the resulting attitudinal groupings, describing common viewpoints or frames of reference of EP participants about ‘beginning reading’ assessment and intervention, are identified.  Qualitative data is also reported in relation to the responses to the Q-sort activity to inform strengths and limitations of the study.  

Chapter 5, the Discussion, explores the results in relation to the research questions about EP perceptions of ‘beginning reading’, assessment and intervention, as well as additional findings determined during the course of the research.  The results are further discussed in relation to the literature review; the theoretical reading frameworks; and the paradigm shift in the understanding of ‘beginning reading’.  Identified worldviews or gestalts arising through the EP Q-sort factor analysis are positioned within the paradigm shift and discussed.   Research methods, instruments and the author’s role as a researcher are critically considered in this section together with the application of ethical guidelines.  Relevance of the work and findings of this study to educational practice and policy, together with identification of further research questions, is set out.  This chapter will conclude with consideration of how the findings of the study provide a significant contribution to the profession of educational psychology.

In the final section, Chapter 6, a Summary and Conclusion section provides a clear statement of the findings of the study together with an interpretation of these findings.  Suggestions for how the work could be developed as a result of the experience of carrying out this research are also set out towards the end of Chapter 6.  The thesis concludes with a summary of the practical implications of the study’s findings for educational psychology, educational psychology services and EPs themselves.   

1.3	Aims of the Research

The research at the centre of this study is set in the field of educational psychology and early literacy development.  An important area of involvement for the EP is in the assessment and intervention in relation to literacy difficulties since being able to read and write is central to children’s progress in education and their later life chances.  Therefore, this study aims to examine EPs’ perceptions of literacy difficulties and their reported approach towards these in a context of changing understanding and new findings arising from increasing numbers of research studies in the area.   To facilitate clarity and ease of reading, some definitions in relation to ‘beginning reading’ and the dominant instructional approaches are provided in the glossary in Appendix 1.

It is important to note that the information about both research and practice presented in this study relates to ‘beginning reading’ instruction.  A distinction is made between ‘beginning reading’ and later reading; the processes characterising the beginning stages of reading are not considered by to be the same as those involved once a child or young person has learned to read (Scarborough, 2001;  Rose, 2006; Gough, Hoover and Peterson, 1996). The Simple View of Reading (Gough and Tunmer, 1986, see p.72 of the current thesis where a description and critical review are provided) shows how reading comprehension is the product of two inter-related but distinct dimensions, word recognition (decoding/mapping of sounds to their spellings) and language comprehension (that is, language awareness, vocabulary, knowledge of grammar).  Word decoding is time limited to the beginning stages of learning to read and, unlike the life long process of language acquisition, is achieved as a result of direct instruction.  In order to achieve fluent and accurate word reading, enabling the reader to access the meaning of written text, the crucial skills involved in automatic word decoding must first be mastered.  The balance between word recognition (automatic decoding) and language comprehension shift as the beginning reader acquires secure and automatic decoding skills and progresses from ‘learning to read’ to ‘reading to learn’ for purpose and pleasure.  ‘Beginning reading’ in this research relates to that word recognition process.        Furthermore, since ‘beginning reading’ is the reverse process of ‘beginning spelling and writing’, both will frequently be referred to under a more inclusive term of early or ‘beginning literacy’ skills.  These terms will also be used interchangeably.   

The past thirty years or so has seen a significant amount of research being carried out into the most effective strategies for the teaching of ‘beginning reading’/early literacy skills.   McGuinness (1997) wrote:

“Over the last quarter century, there has been a revolution in our understanding of how to teach reading, the outcome of an explosion of scientific research.  So far this revolution has escaped the notice of most educators.”  (p.12)

It may easily be assumed that this has not escaped the notice of EPs.  Given the important role they play in intervening when children fall behind with literacy skills, a reasonable assumption may be that they have a good understanding of the evidence base in literacy teaching and that this is reflected in their day to day practice.  This author’s experience over 16 years of specialising in the area of ‘beginning reading’ practice, albeit anecdotal, is that many EPs appear, as McGuinness (1997) suggests, unaware of these scientific advances.  While presenting workshops at conferences it is apparent that EPs can appear confused about or unaware of the evidence base in the area of early literacy development.  It is hoped this current, preliminary, small scale investigation can move these anecdotal reports to a more evidence informed description about EPs’ perceptions of early literacy development since there is, currently, no published research into this area.    

At a Kent Educational Psychology Service conference in December 2010, the Keynote Speaker, Professor Peter Farrell, came to discuss ‘changing psychology’.  He described how the deficit model (which focuses on the pupil as the problem) of literacy difficulties had moved to exploration and adaptation of contextual variables (a focus on the environment and instructional practices), while EPs throughout the period have continued to carry out cognitive assessments in an attempt to discover some underlying deficit in order to explain the literacy delay/difficulty (Farrell, 2010).  Furthermore, EPs have developed personal constructs around the teaching and intervention in literacy development over three decades of a mix of whole language (sight word memorisation and multi-cuing strategies using pictures and context to guess at words), traditional or analytic phonics (analysis of letter strings and groups of letters, eg, /st/, /str/, /ight/, /ing/) and synthetic phonic approaches (mapping of individual sounds in words to the written representation, eg, ‘l’ ‘ie’ ‘t’ for /l/ /igh/ /t/). 

In referring back some twenty years from his own experience to many of these issues, Farrell (2010) suggested that many of the traditional testing paradigms, constructs and indeed the discrepancy model itself, are still being used by practising psychologists. He posed the question “why do school psychologists persist in working in ways which are heavily criticised by the literature?” 

While it is important to note that this is Farrell’s (2010) own personal experience and not based on empirical evidence, this theme has been raised by a number of authors (Cameron, 2006;  MacKay, 2002;  Fox, 2003) in discussing the need for, and implication therein, of evidence based practice for educational psychology.  
The main aim of this study, therefore, was to undertake an exploration of EP perceptions of early literacy development, assessment and intervention in relation to the evidence base in the area.  It was hoped the study would provide a glimpse of how EPs currently conceptualise ‘beginning reading’, their reported subsequent assessment behaviour and suggested interventions, and whether these reflected the current evidence base or instead a mixture of beliefs, ideology and a few ‘cherry picked’ strategies from the research literature.  The next section continues this theme and builds a picture of why the study was carried out.  
  
1.4	Rationale

EPs deal with children with literacy delay and difficulties in their day to day work yet it would seem that there is indicative evidence of confusion or limited awareness amongst EPs about the evidence base around ‘beginning reading’ and its application when it comes to children with early literacy difficulties.  For example, the evidence base (Rose, 2006;  BPS, 1999) suggests that children should be taught to map the phoneme (smallest unit of sound) to the grapheme (the spelling that represents the sound), yet a number of EPs, in the researcher’s experience, continue to advise schools to teach words as whole units/sight words.

In the wider context in which EPs work, research over the past twenty-five years (Gough & Tunmer, 1986;  McGuinness, 1997;  Stanovich, 2000;  Rose, 2006;  House of Commons Science & Technology Committee, 2009-10) has indicated a shift in our understanding of how children learn to read,  or perhaps why they do not learn.  There has been considerable debate about these issues in all areas of education, including at Government level.   As a result of this, the Government has introduced a series of initiatives around the teaching of early literacy skills (see p.68 of the Literature Review for a list).  These have increasingly reflected an evidence base (Rose, 2006; House of Commons Science & Technology Committee, 2009-2010) and, at the same time, contributed to a changing understanding within schools and Local Authority education departments around the teaching of early literacy skills.  These policies have been observed with a mixture of optimism and frustration as research-based strategies have been introduced alongside existing strategies. 
  
Despite these Government initiatives and an increasing understanding of how children best learn to read, it would seem that there are still too many children and young people who are leaving school with inadequate literacy skills.  The UK Government represented by all major political parties since the end of the 1990s, has been particularly mindful of the issue of literacy standards and persistent underachievement, with politicians frequently referring to the ‘one-in-five’.  This ‘one-in-five’ relates to the number of young people who lack basic literacy skills on leaving school (Rashid and Brooks, 2010).  English children have been identified as amongst the poorest readers in the English speaking world (PIRLS, 2011; PISA, 2009).   In a speech in July 2010, Nick Gibb (the then Under Secretary of State for Education and now, in 2014, Minister of State at the DfE) noted that “even after the literacy strategy in primary schools introduced in the late 1990s, we still have nearly one in five 11 year olds leaving primary school still struggling with reading”, (House of Commons, 2011, p2).

At the time of writing in 2014, the national Government is introducing initiatives and directives to schools to put effective literacy teaching, that is, the implementation of systematic synthetic phonics, in place.  Nevertheless, reports continue to be published about the poor literacy skills of young people and adults in the United Kingdom. This researcher would argue that EPs are working within an educational context of polarized and politicized views that have provided barriers to a speedy resolution of the debate.  For example, a number of politicians have publically promoted one side or another and this has led to their opposite number or political rivals taking the opposite view.  With the advent of the coalition Conservative/Liberal Democrat government, the Labour Government’s Department for Children Schools and Families (DCSF) became the Department for Education (DfE). The Rose Review (Rose, 2006) with its evidence informed recommendations relating to the teaching of ‘beginning reading’, together with the then Government guidelines for the teaching of systematic phonics, ‘Letters and Sounds’, were subsequently archived.   Furthermore, just prior to the publication of the Rose Review recommending systematic synthetic phonics, the National Government began funding Reading Recovery (based on strategies that directly contradicted those recommended in the Rose Review) across the UK and this funding is to continue well into 2014.
It is important for EPs to, at the very least, be aware of any new development in the understanding related to how children learn early literacy skills that is brought to light through these shifts in knowledge.  Even those EPs who do not consider becoming involved in literacy assessments a role for the profession or their own practice, their involvement in schools and working with children and young people would suggest they should be able to demonstrate an up to date knowledge.

Indeed, some EPs have been instrumental in the development of understanding in ‘beginning reading’ instruction (Chall, 1967; Turner, 1990; Solity, 2000; Johnston and Watson, 2005; MacKay, 2007; Elliott and Gibbs, 2008), while others in the wider EP profession continue to have very mixed views and understanding. A recent EPNET (2013) string (a forum for the exchange of ideas and information among people working in the field of educational psychology) illustrates the discussions surrounding the teaching of ‘beginning reading’.   (Each paragraph is the contribution of different EPs.)

“My daughter's school is in the process of introducing a phonics and spelling programme for use across the whole school. The school has also decided to stop teaching high frequency words and are no longer asking parents to help children learn these at home because this is "confusing" for the children. Instead children will be taught spellings that match the particular phonics they are learning on the programme.  I am interested in what people think about this, as my understanding is that learning high frequency words can help beginner readers and spellers with fluency.”

This EP expresses concern about high frequency words not being taught and this is reinforced in the next post which also reflects suspicion around ‘phonics’, both the ‘cultish’ nature and also its evidence base:

“I share your concern, what happens when children read sentences? High 
frequency words can't be avoided. The phonics lobby is very high profile 
currently and I have noticed on Twitter that anyone who says a broad 
approach is necessary is firmly told they are flat earthers and all the 
evidence is with phonics. It feels a bit cultish at times. Maybe the school 
feels under pressure to be with the latest orthodoxy. It would be good to 
hear from colleagues whether this phonics first and last approach is based 
on sound research. Pun intended though this is no laughing matter.”

The next poster pulls in the cyclical nature of approaches to the teaching of reading; the ‘naturalness’ of a broad approach and reading as a language (‘spoken’?) based activity.

“I am sure it will all come round again. Some children need to rely on a single approach but most naturally use a broad approach. Reading is a language based activity.”

The next post returns to the importance of teaching irregular high frequency words since they consider that these cannot be decoded phonetically and would be confusing to suggest they can to children.  

“In my experience, irregular words simply must be taught, if for no other reason than the fact that they are some of the most frequently occurring words in English (see Dolch list or similar). In some systems such as Jolly Phonics, this is explicitly recognised and they are taught separately as 'tricky words'. They can't be avoided and it would simply be wrong to suggest to children that all words can be decoded phonetically. This would truly cause confusion.”

In the last extract, an EP encapsulates the ‘muddle’ of methods and strategies from her own teaching experience, finally coming down on the side of ‘balance’.  

“When I first started teaching I was told not to worry about teaching
either phonics or handwriting. Now we are living with the hegemony of phonics, which do most certainly need to be taught. We had the real books only brigade who happily left many children illiterate.  I remember taking over a Y2 class as a supply teacher with only one child a reader. When I asked in the staffroom how reading was taught in this school?  Individual teacher’s happily showed me what they used but said ‘Don’t tell the HT’. She had got rid of all the structured reading schemes! When will we ever learn about balance? There is always a predominant theory by those who believe they know best. We need individualised, personalised, eclectic learning approaches that are child focused and aimed at individual learning needs. I know it is swimming against the tide at the moment, the one set in motion by the very knowledgeable and experienced educationalist leading the DfE currently. End of rant.”

These posts give some limited insight into the range of beliefs and understandings that EPs hold about the teaching of ‘beginning reading’ and their lack of clarity.

This small scale investigation, therefore, is an attempt to begin to explore EPs’ current perceptions of their practice and relate these to the evidence informed principles outlined by McGuinness (1997) that indicate a paradigm shift in the understanding of the teaching of ‘beginning reading’.  It is hoped that the results will in some way enable the profession and individual EPs to reflect upon and review their practice with the aim of linking their work to a greater extent with the evidence rather than with their prejudices.  Thus, support can be offered to schools to enable children to have equal opportunity of access to effective teaching methods.  In the following section, the researcher’s own journey during this period is described together with her views and personal beliefs.

1.5	Origins of the study

“The task of initial engagement is to discover an intense interest, a passionate concern that calls out to the researcher.”
(Moustakas 1990, p27)

During a four year integrated Master’s training in Educational Psychology, which incorporated a PGCE and two years teaching experience, the author reflected on personal anxieties in teaching young children to read in an early years classroom and also assessing literacy difficulties and  ‘diagnosing’ dyslexia.   At the time of training, some twenty years ago, debates raged around dyslexia, specific learning difficulties and IQ testing.  Indeed, a high profile case in 1997 in Hillingdon (House of Lords, 2000) reinforced the anxiety.  A young woman, Pamela Phelps, took the Local Educational Authority to court for failing to identify her dyslexia.  She had been seen by an EP while at primary school and at a further assessment on her transfer to secondary school she was found to have a reading accuracy age of 7 years and 3 months.  Pamela Phelps left school with a reading age equivalent of 8 years.  The argument was not that she had not received remedial help in English, as she had, but rather that she had failed to receive a diagnosis of dyslexia.  Such a diagnosis, it was further argued, would have resulted in the most appropriate intervention, that is, a highly structured, multisensory approach to the teaching of reading.  Elliott and Gibbs (2008) proposed that the premises and logic of this claim did not stand scrutiny.  They argue that there is no clear discontinuity evident on a continuum of highly skilled to less-skilled readers that could provide an absolute category boundary for a diagnosis of dyslexia.  Furthermore, there is no clear evidence that a particular teaching approach exists that is more suitable for a ‘dyslexic’ sub-group than for other poor readers (Stanovich, 1981).

As a practising EP, the whole issue around assessing children with delayed literacy skills and suggesting appropriate interventions proved challenging, particularly where a ‘within child’ (i.e., isolating underlying biological or cognitive mechanisms that might be causing a reading disability) diagnosis was expected by the school or parent.   The plethora of tests and lengthy reports interpreting these appeared to mostly lead to ‘dead ends’ and little or no progress on the part of the pupil.   This triggered an interest in, and a 16 year focus on, what does work when it comes to teaching children to read and spell, after all this represented a significant part of day to day work in the life of an EP.  

During this time, then, a focus on and growing understanding about the teaching of reading and the psychological underpinnings in the research base, flagged up an awareness of a framework of beliefs about how to teach reading is going through a paradigm shift in itself. 

1.5.1	Experience as a teacher of the shifts in relation to beginning literacy. 
	
At this point it is helpful to set out this researcher’s beliefs and biases.  The author’s personal journey in the teaching of ‘beginning reading’ began in 1990 during a PGCE course with an introduction to the whole language and real book approach.  This was taken into a teaching post from 1991 with a focus on encouraging children to love stories, books and reading in Reception Year and Year 1 class groups.  There was puzzlement and unsuccessful attempts at teaching children to read by looking at pictures, reading on for context (even though they could not read); and inviting the guessing of words frequently accepting incorrect responses because they ‘made sense’. Despite all the author’s efforts at teaching sight words through games, some pupils just did not seem to retain them.   Although little as known about the approach, phonics was eschewed by the researcher with the rest of her teaching colleagues in a whole language/real book school, apart from the then compulsory ‘one letter a week’.   Some synthetic phonics practice via the Jolly Phonics programme was used in a parallel classroom but not in a systematic way and there was derision in the staffroom of the phonic practice of a school nearby which was reported to be achieving good results. 

1.5.2	Experience as an EP of the shifts in relation to beginning literacy.

In 1998 as a practising EP, the author, attended a professional development day on linguistic phonics and experienced a ‘eureka’ moment.  The systematic cumulative approach of teaching the mapping of phoneme to its spelling in the context of words seemed logical.  This appeared to provide a complete ‘tool’ when presented within a structured instructional framework that took pupils through a sequence of cognitive steps, teaching the conceptual and factual knowledge of the writing system alongside the required skills of segmenting, blending and phoneme manipulation (McGuinness, 1997).  The mist that was purported to be an ‘understanding’ of early literacy development, created by:  the lack of clarity of the whole language approach; the lack of utility in the practical application of neuropsychological theories;  and the tedium of phonic drilling of an infinite number of letters ‘blends’. ‘clusters’ and ‘onset-rimes’ characteristic of traditional/ analytic phonics, simply lifted. These were no longer relevant. The author has trained in excess of 2,500 teaching practitioners in linguistic phonics (based on a sound to print approach, see Appendix 1, p.210, for a fuller description) over the past nine years.  At the same time has observed the gradual changes in Government policy (a description and chronology is provided within the Literature Review, p.68) in the implementation of research informed instruction, and the simultaneous mixed messages to schools through the maintenance of whole language multi-cuing methodology.

As an EP managing literacy referrals, seeing children and young people receiving inappropriate, little or no extra instruction in reading has proved a major source of frustration which continues to the present day.   Especially as this happens in the context of a now strong and some would argue incontrovertible evidence base (BPS, 1999) for effective teaching strategies in ‘beginning reading’.  This author has pondered on the ‘paradigm shift’ described by McGuinness (1997) and realised this was reflected in her own practice.  She wondered how much this was the case for EP colleagues, especially as it affected the outcomes for young people.  

1.6	Distinctive Contribution of this Research

It is clearly important for EPs to be aware of the recent research into early literacy development and for this to be reflected in their practice, particularly as they are expected to be involved when the pupil is reported not to be responding to an ‘appropriate’ teaching programme.  EPs are well placed to bring the psychology of learning and the evidence base for the teaching of reading into the curriculum and thus, could be argued, play an important role in curriculum guidance and raising achievement particularly of vulnerable children and young people.  There is much new Government policy in relation to the teaching and testing of literacy skills and special educational needs.  Furthermore, with greater clarity and understanding EPs are in a good position to support the formulation of school and Local Authority policies in relation to literacy difficulties and, in doing so, ensure a robust framework:  firstly and most importantly, to ensure pupils receive the most appropriate support irrespective of the level of parental involvement; secondly, to avoid litigation;   thirdly, to provide a strong and consistent evidence base should a case be taken to tribunal.

Given their role and the nature of EP work in relation to educational practice and the central curriculum area of literacy, it might be assumed by their client base and employers, that EPs have a clear understanding of effective literacy teaching and that this is reflected in their practice and interventions.  It was anticipated that the small scale research, described in this study, could offer some early insight into commonalities and gaps in the understanding by EPs as measured by their perceptions of what is important in relation to assessment and intervention for children with literacy difficulties, and current research in early literacy development. This may help to inform possible areas of future professional development.  
1.7	Epistemological Position

Prior to and during doctorate training, this author began to formulate a research design that would allow the voice of EPs to emerge and help to build a picture of EPs’ perceptions within the context of changing literacy paradigms.   At the same time there would be acknowledgment of a shared surface aim (‘reality’), that is, a commitment to equal opportunities and the part that developing literacy skills play within that.  

The fact that this approach to the research had been arrived at before a thorough investigation had been carried out into epistemological and ontological frameworks, indicates that it was the author’s personal worldview that was dictating the orientation that the study should follow.  Furthermore, with the help of her research supervisor, she had come to the conclusion that the most appropriate method to explore my research question would be Q-methodology (discussed later).   Once the epistemological and ontological frameworks had been explored through further reading, the research was discovered to be positioned within a critical realist paradigm via a pragmatic approach.  Critical realism contends that there exists both an external world independent of human consciousness but that there is also the domain where knowledge of reality is socially created or socially conditioned (Bhaskar, 1978).  Pragmatism is based on a rejection of the forced choice between positivism and constructionism (Creswell 2003).  Ontologically, pragmatists are concerned with the results rather than whether there is a truth to be proven.  They link the choice of approach directly to the purpose of and the nature of the research questions posed (Creswell 2003).   

Before moving on to the description of Q-methodology the author’s personal ontological position is outlined and epistemological perspectives that frame the planned research are further explained.

1.7.1	Philosophical assumptions of current research area. 
 
With respect to her ontological assumptions, the author believes in the existence of reality and truth.  Such realities are considered to include social disadvantage and difficulty of experience and raising awareness of the difficulties faced by those in a position of being socially disadvantaged can lead to positive change.  In this respect reading scores can provide a measure of reality, children’s reading ability, and that quantitative research into reading interventions within a positivist paradigm can help inform applied practice in order to improve children’s literacy scores and, therefore, their life chances.  

At the same time it is believed that realities can be socially constructed and are a product of a point in time.  Such realities are best examined through the process of language and qualitative methods.  EPs, while working within the influence of a specific context (for example, Local Authority, service frameworks, etc), bring different knowledge, experiences and interpretations to the client/professional interface. They are, therefore, best placed to describe reality as it is for them.  

Professional autonomy can often, to some degree, be removed from EPs or diluted by top down and bureaucratic approaches through Local Authority organisation.  However, while EPs themselves are obviously not a socially disadvantaged nor disempowered group, the young people they work with frequently are.  It is helpful then, when Burr (1998) reminds us that if we take our own views and the views of others to be constructions, rather than objective descriptions, it is possible to reconstruct those views in ways which might be more facilitating for us and others.  As an EP, the author has a personal stake in the experience which will help to aid the conceptualization of the issue under research.  At the same time, there is an awareness that this needs to be made to explicit to counter criticism of bias and through an ongoing reflexive stance be critical of my own ability to be objective.

The tangle of epistemology (relates to the theory of knowledge) and ontological (relates to the nature of existence) philosophical debates has been made much clearer by Morgan (2007), particularly his reflection on utility of Kuhn’s (2012) Scientific Revolutions thesis which itself has resonated with the researcher’s understanding of knowledge since her undergraduate training.  Kuhn (2012) prefers to use the term ‘disciplinary matrix’ in place of ‘paradigm’ (p181).  Discipline refers to a particular discipline that is shared by practitioners, and matrix being the ordered elements of various kinds, each requiring further specification.   He distinguishes between ‘normal science‘, where researchers are in agreement about which problems are worth pursuing versus ‘scientific revolutions' that call these assumptions into question.  Morgan (2007) utilizes these ideas to discuss evolving research methods. 

Morgan (2007) discusses paradigms alternatively as worldviews; epistemological stances; shared beliefs among members of a speciality area; and as model examples of research.  He describes a metaphysical paradigm (arising from an epistemological and ontological base) and how it had utility in legitimising constructionism and critical realism as alternatives to positivism.  However, he proposes that the metaphysical paradigm, concerned as it is with issues related to the nature of reality and truth, limits assumptions about the nature of knowledge and what can be known.  In line with Kuhn’s (2012) prediction, anomalies arise which cannot be resolved by the existing paradigm.  As a result, Morgan argues that the metaphysical paradigm is now exhausted and should be replaced by a pragmatic approach which offers a new alternative including:  an opportunity to meaningful communication and joint action between researchers; and an emphasis on the essential role that research questions play over metaphysical assumptions.  

As a result of the reading of Morgan (2007) and Kuhn (2012) the author was drawn to a more pragmatic approach to research while also considering a critical realist paradigm.   This in turn has pointed her towards Q-methodology as a way forward that embraces both the concerns for gathering evidence in relation to more positivist leanings, as well as social constructionist ideals in terms of a need to understand processes and perspectives. 

1.7.2	Positioning of Q-methodology within the epistemological framework	of the study

Q-methodology was developed by Stephenson (1936), a physicist and psychologist, at a time when subjective or mental processes were outside of the realms of true scientific enquiry.    Stephenson was strongly influenced by William James’ position, that is, his rejection of the prevailing dualism (in which nature is split into mind/matter or subjective/objective) and proposal that, since there is an interdependence between subjectivity and objectivity, consciousness or subjectivity might best be described and understood as a function or activity.  In Q-methodology, Stephenson (1936), set out to achieve a scientific focus on the subjective mode and subjective descriptions or a ‘science of the subjective’ (Watts & Stenner, 2012).   Since the 1980s, social constructionists have utilised Q-methodology as a rich technique for applying quantitative analysis to qualitative issues such as lesbianism, jealousy and rebelliousness (Kitzinger and Stainton Rogers, 1985, Stainton Rogers 1995, Stenner and Stainton Rogers, 2004).

Given that this is a study of professional perceptions and attitudes, Q-methodology would seem to be a useful tool because it enables the study of participant subjectivity while maintaining the power of statistical analysis (Stephen, 1985).  It therefore enables a ‘mixed methodology’ to be used with the gathering and analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data.  First, this enabled participants to explore their viewpoints of EP practice in relation to early literacy development, assessment and intervention and, second, these viewpoints could be analysed through a combination of statistical and qualitative techniques.  Such a combination of quantitative and qualitative approaches provided a better understanding of the area of research while increasing reliability and validity (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2007).

The aim of this thesis is to explore how the evidence base for ‘beginning reading’ instruction is understood by EPs through their perceptions of early literacy development, assessment and intervention.   These were considered within a backdrop of a scientific revolution described by Kuhn (2012) and McGuinness’ (1997) four major discoveries/principles that she argued form the basis of the revolution in the teaching of reading.

1.7.2.1	Social Constructionism and Q-methodology

In order to answer the research questions EPs views were sought on the topic area.  Research using qualitative data typically takes a social constructionist (relativist) view of knowledge.  This epistemological position views all knowledge as relative and a unique construction for each person.  The role of language is emphasized as well as the construction of experience, it is a naturalistic/interpretive approach (Coolican, 2004).  It is felt in this study that it is important to capture the unique views, or constructions, of each EP participant.  Therefore, following a social constructionist method can help to provide the richest possible picture of EP perceptions of early literacy development, assessment and intervention to explore.  

Q-methodology is primarily an exploratory technique that can bring a sense of coherence to research questions that have many potentially complex and socially contested answers (Stainton Rogers, 1995).  Participants are asked to decide what does and does not have value and significance from their perspective by sorting, or rank-ordering, a collection of individual statements (Q-set) that together capture what is being said about the subject of the area of research (concourse).  Usually the statements are taken from interviews and are therefore grounded in concrete existence.  For example, statements for the current study might include, “EPs do not need to know about the minutiae of how to teach reading.” and “It is necessary to cater for different learning styles when teaching children early literacy skills (for example, teaching sight words for those with a visual learning style).”  Q-methodology starts with the notion of finite diversity (Stainton Rogers, 1995).  In other words, there is a limit to the ways particular discourses within a culture can come together to form narratives about specific issues (Capdevila and Lazard, 2008).  The aim is to collect and explore the variety of accounts people construct rather than to obtain the truth (Kitzinger 1987).  It is the constructions (factors) that become the focus of the research analysis and not the constructors (participants).
 
1.7.2.2	Positivism and Q-methodology
 
The gathering of quantitative data is more consistent with a traditional scientific approach and is therefore, in a way, a more positivist view of knowledge.  The purpose of Q-methodology is to enable the person to represent their vantage point for the purpose of holding it constant for inspection and comparison (Sell and Brown, 1984).  Q-methodology is associated with quantitative analysis arising from its use of factor analysis.  However, while factor analysis conventionally measures subjective phenomena such as opinions, attitudes and values, Q-methodology is based on ‘individuals measuring’ rather than ‘individuals being measured’ (Sell and Brown, 1984).  Thus it is the people’s viewpoints and judgements that are being analysed, and the mathematics in Q-methodology is being applied to specific configurations of statements that participants have produced. Watts and Stenner (2012) emphasize:  

“It is, in other words, being applied to their viewpoints, captured in the form of whole Q sorts.  Viewpoints are what Q-methodology studies and captures, not the statements of the concourse.” (p.37)

1.7.2.3	Ontology and epistemological position

Given the philosophical division between the constructionist and positivist ontology, Q-methodology was considered in this research to offer the opportunity to take a middle road with its mixed method and pragmatic approach. There was some question whether to position an investigation into EPs’ perspectives on early literacy development in a critical realist or pragmatist framework.  Realists believe that, particularly in social research, it is essential to take the social content into account when searching for a reality.  However, realists also believe in searching for an objective reality not unlike positivism.  Critical realism has many similarities with pragmatism.  The main difference appears to be what is prioritised.  From my reading (Fox, Martin and Green, 2007; Burr, 1998; Bhaskar, 1978), it appears that critical realists tend to focus on ontological considerations and hidden, taken for granted structures from a ‘real’ domain thus revealing an emancipatory approach.    

In this research, neither subjectivity nor objectivity are primary, rather it is the experience of EPs within a process of interaction with children’s literacy development, assessment, intervention and research based evidence that is of concern.  However, it was also of interest to reveal any hidden structures  through the discourse of the EP participants as well as giving EPs control of the research process.  For this reason an emancipatory stance that recognises the power imbalance contained in and exacerbated by the research process (Fox, Martin and Green, 2007), linked to critical realism proved appealing, particularly as the work of the EP is around improving the lives of vulnerable young people.  An emancipatory approach, however, could not be sustained here.  While this fits with the author’s axiological stance (values), when considering research methodology, EP participants themselves are not users of the services nor can they be described as a vulnerable group.  In conclusion, this research is positioned within a pragmatist framework.  Pragmatists are less concerned with the nature of knowledge or searching for a ‘truth’ and position themselves at the interface of subjectivity and objectivity, with consciousness understood as a function or activity, thus focusing on experience and more practical methodological concerns.  This seemed to fit well with the applied EP role as they work in an everyday practical context. 

When describing research within educational psychology, it is considered important to be mindful, on a continuous basis, of the influence of epistemology and ontology.  The quantification of ‘reality’ in an entirely objective manner is at best, extremely difficult, when undertaking real world research.  The potential sources of error are invariably infinite and, since each individual views the world from difference perspectives, no one person can hold a definite truth or ‘reality’.  From a pragmatist perspective the focus is on methodology but the researcher is encouraged to maintain a consciousness of the influence of epistemological and ontological issues through the concept of reflexivity.  

1.8	Reflexive Thinking

The theory of reflexivity and the role it has played in this research are now discussed.  Reflexivity will be revisited in the discussion chapter of the thesis when reflecting upon the methodologies and analysis used. 

Reflexivity is described by Robson (2002) as, 

“an awareness of the ways in which the researcher as an individual with a particular social identity and background has an impact on the research process” (p.172)

Fox, Martin and Green (2007) argue that reflexivity could be segmented into different types depending upon the research perspective.  Understanding oneself and the impact your experiences have on the research is aligned by these authors with a phenomenological perspective.  The researcher’s relationship to the some of the participant colleagues and how the analysis of this is presented is seen as a social constructional research perspective.  This study is exploratory and takes a critical realist perspective.  It considers reflexivity to be central in all aspects of the research process, from the design and methods to the analysis and write up.

Adapted from Fox, Martin and Green (2007) there are some strategies that a researcher can use to aid reflection and lead to reflexivity:

At the beginning of the research process note down your preconceptions and prejudices and refer back to these at each stage of the investigation

	Reflexivity is helped by keeping a diary in which are recorded thoughts and feelings as you go through the research process
	There needs to be continued critical reflection on the mediation of their thinking when analyzing the data

The reflective practitioner needs to be aware of their entwined relationship within the research context in which they are working.  Schon (1983, 1987) argues that researchers need to be able to put principles into practice by linking the theoretical framework they are applying to any particular practice context and their own relationship to the research.  By stepping back from the context in which the research is taking place the researcher can reflect upon what mediates their thinking.

Creswell (2007) makes the point that reflexivity is about honesty and transparency in the relationship between the researcher and the researched.  This transparency is important because it impacts upon the participants, the carrying out of the research, analysing the data and in the writing of the thesis.

In the research described in this project, the relationship between the researcher and the participants is one of a professional work colleague.  They would have known that the researcher would be carrying out the data analysis and would, therefore, be aware of their identity and how they had ranked the Q-statements.   Therefore, in the instructions (see Appendix 12a) participants were invited to sort the statements according to how much they agreed with them and encouraged to move them around if they changed their minds.

The majority of participants either did not know the views of the researcher about ‘beginning reading’ or had a very limited knowledge of them, for example, they may have been aware that she provided training in the area of literacy.  Furthermore, the participants completed the Q-sort independently.   What influence of that colleague relationship had and the possibility of any bias was, therefore, arguably limited.  

The researcher’s interest in literacy arose from trying to develop an understanding of how children learn to read and incorporating this over many years in my professional practice.   A small number of working colleagues took part in this research who were familiar with this background in literacy to some degree.  This could have resulted in a response bias with participants making their choices amongst the statements with a view to agreeing with the author’s views or disagreeing as opposed to purely making decisions based on their own views.  However, within the sample the researcher ensured that there are a large number of participants who were not familiar with her views on literacy.  Furthermore, the sheer number and variety of statements, together with the forced ranking for the Q-sort, made it difficult for any individual participant to consistently link their statement choices to their perceived views of the researcher. 

Summary

The focus of this small scale study is to explore EP perceptions of early literacy development, assessment and intervention in relation to the evidence base in the area.  It is set in the context of a scientific revolution and shifting paradigms described by Kuhn (1977).  In mapping the scientific revolution, the study utilises the research based criteria for a theoretical shift in understanding of beginning reading set out by McGuinness (1997) that she argues have escaped the attention of most educators.  Of particular interest here is whether it has escaped the attention of EPs particularly as they are involved in referrals when young people are not making progress in their literacy.  This chapter has provided a brief summary of the aims, rationale and context for the study alongside an overview of the epistemological position in which this study will be carried out.

The next chapter will move on to consider in more depth this scientific revolution and the shifting paradigm in the understanding of early literacy development, at both theoretical and practical levels within the research literature.






	CHAPTER 2LITERATURE REVIEW

Overview

In this chapter a review of the literature is constructed that firstly maps and defines the types of studies relevant to the research area (2.2).  Through an exploration of the literature, a starting point for beginning literacy instruction is explained that provides an alternative approach to long-held intuitive assumptions about the ways in which reading should be taught (2.3).   This is then considered in the context of a scientific revolution (2.4).   Established existing theories, that is, the two initial approaches of whole language and phonics, with the later combination of these as mixed/balanced methods, are described and critiqued to illustrate anomalies in their theoretical frameworks which also diminish their efficacy (2.5).   EPs clearly work within the context of National political influence, therefore, a chronological overview of UK government policies around early literacy instruction is provided for the reader and, it is argued in the current thesis, that there is highly likely to be some level of effect of this influence on EP beliefs and working practice. As examples, two nationally implemented reading frameworks in the UK, ‘The Searchlight  Model’ (DfEE, 1998) and ‘The Simple View of Reading’ (DfES, 2006) are then set out to guide the reader through the tumultuous journey of reading instruction as the authors of national, often statutory, policy engage hesitantly in the scientific revolution (2.6).  Finally, conclusions are drawn about where we are now, following the historical influences and theories discussed above, in the scientific revolution in early literacy acquisition (2.7).   The chapter concludes with a summary (2.8) and the research questions (2.9).




2.2	Relevant Literature

In considering what literature to include in this review there was somewhat of a dilemma in that searches for studies relating specifically to EPs’ views on literacy proved fruitless.  Therefore, a review of the whole context of literacy and reading instruction was undertaken.  This also afforded the opportunity to explore the issues that provide the backdrop in which EPs are both forming their views as well as the practical context in which they carry out their day to day work with children experiencing literacy difficulties.  A rich picture was provided of information from which to document the revolution and shift in thinking that was being explored in this research.   McGuinness (1997) is referred to extensively in this collection as her work is research based and proved pivotal in a shift in many EPs’ understanding (for example, Solity, Deavers, Kerfoot, Crane and Cannon, 1999; Grant, 2014). However attempts have been made to recognise any potential bias towards this EP’s specific view by carrying out searches to thoroughly examine counter perspectives.  

2.2.1	Search Procedure

An initial search was undertaken in the electronic database EBSCO using key words:  educational psychology views, perceptions, literacy, ‘beginning reading’ with no results being returned.  Since the research questions for this study do not appear to have been previously addressed, the search procedure then focused on the subject of early literacy instruction.   General web searches were carried out to address the question of what is known about the subject of ‘beginning reading’, chronology of the development of this knowledge, the significant debates surrounding that understanding together with areas of general consensus.  This was done through utilising key words, for example, ‘whole word’ and reading wars.  A general web search facilitated access to government documents, blogs, web forums and unpublished papers.  References contained within the returned electronic results, papers and texts were further followed up from their original source.  The search procedure is tabulated in Appendix 2.  


2.2.2	Inclusion Criteria

Early literacy development is vast and widely documented.  The decision about which information to utilize from the collection of literature reviewed was based on its relevance to the story in developments relating to beginning literacy instruction over the last fifty or sixty years.   The first overall aim of the review was to provide a cohesive dovetailing of historical, philosophical, political and research based commentary in as succinct a way as possible.  A second aim was to illustrate any parallels with a scientific revolution and paradigm shift in thinking (Kuhn, 2012).  The final aim was to document best practice in ‘beginning reading’ instruction according to the current knowledge of the extensive research base.  This would provide the knowledge with which to compare findings about EPs’ perceptions of literacy development, assessment and intervention discovered and recorded in the study’s findings. 

2.3	A Scientific Revolution:  How paradigms shift.

McGuinness (1997) refers to ‘a scientific revolution in reading’ and it is this statement that inspired and is central to this current research. She describes a ‘revolution in teaching methods’ (p.xiii) for early literacy skills that is outside an ongoing debate between the prevailing whole language and traditional phonics.  Here McGuinness is referring to a revolution in the understanding of ‘beginning reading’ teaching methods amongst members of the research community rather than in the wider application of them in practice.  The findings from her research are pivotal to the paradigm shift and central to this thesis.  Having carried out an extensive analysis of writing systems, McGuinness (1997) provides an explanation of how the English alphabet code and writing system are constructed.    Given the importance of this factual description of the phonetic code, and its contribution to existing knowledge, it is carefully detailed in Appendix 3 by the author of this thesis and is the reason McGuinness’ (1997) original text is referred to frequently throughout the current study.  Despite the publication of McGuinness’ findings almost twenty years ago, this knowledge of the alphabet code and writing system is still not widely understood.  This construction of the English writing system introduces a new starting point, or what might be described as a paradigm shift, from which early literacy instruction might be viewed and represents a significant challenge to existing beliefs about ‘beginning reading’ instruction whereby reading is considered to be based in comprehension and to begin with language.   

The fact that McGuinness’ (1997) findings suggest a new paradigm in an area currently dominated by an eclectic mixture of whole language, traditional phonics and mixed methods (see Appendix 1 for descriptions of these methods) is highly relevant to the current research and Literature Review since these latter approaches dominate the educational context in which EPs take literacy referrals, carry out assessments and make recommendations for interventions.  

What is the understanding of EPs about reading development and how is this reflected in their practice?  Where does their understanding fall in relation to this revolution and research base?  Is there consistency across the profession or are there conflicting views?  Since there is no documentation within the literature about EPs’ perceptions in relation to literacy, the aim of this study is to provide some empirical research of these.   An initial step is to establish, through this Literature Review, a structure in which to organize extracted information about ‘beginning reading’ and to which EPs’ perceptions can be compared.  

The analogy of ‘revolution’ used by McGuinness (1997) suggested a helpful starting point since this sewed the seed in my own thinking, especially the link to Kuhn’s (2012) philosophical explanation of the process of scientific advancement.  Kuhn describes the concept of scientific revolution by examining the great transitions in scientific thought, for example, Copernicus in astronomy and Newton in natural philosophy.  He offered an account of scientific traditions which emphasised the importance of major discontinuities in the growth of scientific knowledge.  He rejected the view that scientific knowledge cumulated progressively in a slow, incremental and imperceptible way and instead proposed that a ‘conversion experience’ or ‘gestalt shift’ occurred.

According to Kuhn (2012), mature sciences are sustained by communities of researchers who organise their practice around a paradigm, which is a piece of especially successful research which provides a framework for further work and a model of how to do it.  Paradigmatic problem solving methods are taught to students of the subject and knowledge builds up within such normal science.  Partially conceptualised puzzles are reduced to manageable research problems which are then solved in accord with current practice.  Sometimes this can be difficult and every science faces a number of unresolved anomalies, forming challenges for further research.  Occasionally, the failure to cope with anomalies can lead the science into a state of crisis, in which it may seem that the prevailing paradigm is inadequate.  Some people may then look for alternatives to the paradigm. If a new alternative appears which seems superior to the established paradigm in dealing with the crisis, other scientists may move over to the new view.  Scientific observation and scientific theory are both structured differently in the resulting gestalt switch.  The result is a scientific revolution.   A new scientific tradition emerges as knowledge begins to cumulate in the form of the new kind of solved research puzzles.   If a new scientific tradition relating to beginning literacy is emerging, or has emerged, with cumulating knowledge of effective ways of teaching early literacy, particularly for children who are ‘struggling’, it is arguably important for EPs involved in literacy referrals to be aware of it.  Naturally, it would be important that all educators involved in the teaching of reading should be kept up to date too but that is outside the scope of this thesis which is focused upon EPs who have a primary role in advising teachers, parents, children, young people and the local authority about learning to read. Indeed, one of the highlighted recommendations of the BPS (1999, 2004) report into dyslexia:

“As part of initial training and continuing professional development, educational psychologists keep up-to-date with and contribute to developments in literacy research and practice.”  (p.12)

Central to the main direction of this thesis are four major principles or discoveries by McGuinness (1997) which shift attention to the logic of the English alphabetic code and writing system.  This provides a new starting point from which to view the teaching of beginning reading, that is, the 44 sounds of the language and their 175 most common ways of representing them.  This contrasts with a starting point of comprehension and whole words which underpins a long standing ideology about how reading is naturally acquired.  McGuinness offers criteria of a paradigm shift or a scientific revolution in an understanding of the teaching and learning of beginning literacy, as follows:

1.	The first of these principles is that writing systems are based on the phoneme or syllable structure of the language for which they were written and this determines how they should be taught.  McGuinness (1997) highlights how paleography (the study of ancient writing) and structural linguistics (the examination of language as a static system of interconnected units) have demonstrated that no functional writing system has ever been based on whole words.  Having undertaken a thorough investigation of early writing systems she concluded that people are only able to memorize approximately 2,000 sound-symbol pairs.  Given that people require about 5,000 words to take part in an ordinary conversation, a writing system which marks just a fraction of the vocabulary would have little utility.  Syllables and phonemes are used because these are smaller units of sounds than words and, therefore, there are less of them.  The Chinese language comprises around 1,200 syllables and its writing system is based on these. The English language, however, has approximately 60,000 so it cannot be written as a syllabary system but, like other European countries, employs an alphabet code to represent phonemes.

2.	The second principle, identified by McGuinness (1997), to form the basis of the revolution in the teaching of reading has been learned from cognitive and educational psychology (discussed in Section 2.5.2.3 below).  She highlights that children must be trained to hear, or unglue, the phonemes in their language in order to use the alphabetic writing system. The phoneme, she emphasizes, is the sound unit for the English alphabet code and teaching more than one sound unit, for example, phonemes, words, word families and syllable fragments, is equivalent to teaching a number of writing systems at the same time. 

3.	The third principle has been established from careful analysis of the structure of the English alphabet code.  McGuinness (1997) discovered that it comprised four conceptual elements or systems of mapping logic that include:  simple reversibility at the one-to-one mapping level, and three forms of propositional logic:  that is one-to-one/two, one-to-many and many-to-one one mapping (see Appendix 3 for detailed explanation).  

4.	The fourth and final discovery identified by McGuinness (1997) from a review of research undertaken in the classroom and clinic is that:  

“. . . when the sequence of reading and spelling instruction is compatible with the logic of the alphabet code and with the child’s linguistic and logical development, learning to read and spell proceeds rapidly and smoothly for all children and is equally effective for poor readers of all ages.” (p.xiii)

McGuinness (1997) considers prevailing reading methods and the place of her new findings.  She points out that neither method that is whole language nor traditional phonics, no matter what form they take, is based on any of these principles thus highlighting significant differences between the two worldviews.   When introducing the concepts of scientific revolution and paradigm shifts, Kuhn (2012) identified the profound dissimilarity between rival paradigms as a key feature which he described as ‘incommensurability’.  It may be useful at this point to explore this further and consider what rival paradigms might look like in the context of ‘beginning reading’ research. 
 
Fudjack and Dinkelaker (1999) note that the term ‘paradigm shift’ has increased in popularity and, at the same time become watered down often to an idea that might pop into someone’s head.  In the field of ‘beginning reading’, new approaches can be just that and are often, perhaps naturally, viewed cynically  as ‘another band wagon’ by those in the education profession since they are continually being asked to implement new strategies (see Table 2, p.68 for examples). Furthermore, EPs in particular, as applied psychologists and scientists of human behaviour, may be especially cautious about new ideas.   In this literature review, therefore, the word ‘incommensurable’ is used in the strictest sense possible.  

The author of this current research considers, like McGuinness (1997), that the understanding of ‘beginning reading’ has undergone a paradigm shift in the strict sense of the term: the move from one paradigm encompassing whole language/ mixed methods to its incommensurable rival, synthetic phonics.  Those in the education profession, including EPs may further be prone to thinking that synthetic phonics is simply another part of the ‘beginning reading’ mix as illustrated by the EPNET (2013) postings reprinted in the previous Introduction Chapter (p.8). The continuation of a mixed approach can dilute and compromise an effective teaching method thus reducing equal opportunity of access to the efficient development of early literacy skills, particularly in those children who are experiencing difficulties.  This attempt at mixing strategies would defeat the purpose for which synthetic phonics was introduced in the first place, that is, a focus on phonic decoding in the early stages of learning to read.  Therefore, an aim of this review is to present the literature illustrating the relationship between whole language/mixed methods and synthetic/linguistic phonics in terms of incommensurable paradigms.  

Fudjack and Dinkelaker (1999) list 12 fundamental features of paradigms that support and complement each other in a way that is internally consistent, however, they cannot be relied on to remain constant when moving from within a world circumscribed by one paradigm into one defined by its rival.   The 12 features are:

1.	Ontology, the object or what is known.
2.	Epistemology, the way for knowing things.
3.	Methodologies, ways of doing things.
4.	Technology, the tools used.
5.	Professions, activities to be carried out.
6.	Language, the vocabulary employed.
7.	Concepts, theories typically arising from language.
8.	Basic assumptions, a set of beliefs usually tacitly held.
9.	Competencies, practitioners will practice a set of skills.
10.	Issues, paradigm related problems will become the focus.
   
	

11.	Mythology, a root metaphor provides a gut-level way of connecting with the paradigm.
12.	Practitioners, authorities who are exemplars for the paradigm.

Using these variables, with reference to the literature, the fundamental differences between the two rival paradigms of whole language and synthetic phonic approaches to ‘beginning reading’ are highlighted in Table 1 above.

As well as considering this journey in terms of research it should also be noted that this is the same uncomfortable abrasive journey that EPs will be travelling as individuals and which are represented by the worldviews identified through the Q-methodology process of this research.

This thesis is premised on the argument that in the literature the research has undergone a paradigm shift in the understanding of how reading should be taught.  The paradigm shift has involved a change from initially believing that beginning reading starts with comprehension and whole word prediction within the context of sentences, moving down to groups of letters strings.  In this method the beginning reader is expected to infer the sound spelling correspondences and gradually work out the reading/writing system code for themselves.  This is in contrast to a new paradigm, sometimes referred to as ‘synthetic phonics’, whereby the starting point is the direct and systematic teaching of the code knowledge, mapping sounds to their spellings within words.  

The evidence for this paradigm shift is well documented in the research literature (McGuinness, 1997;  Stanovich, 2000;  BPS, 2004;  Johnston and Watson, 2005;  Stuart and Stainthorp, 2006;  Hempenstall, 2009;   Johnston, McGeown and Watson, 2011;  Tunmer, Chapman, Greaney, Prochnow and Arrow, 2013;  Ehri, 2014.), and also reflected in government enquiries, reports and policies (Ofsted, 2002;  Rose, 2006;  DfES, 2006;  House of Commons, 2011;  DfE, 2011, 2013, 2014).   The paradigm shift is further illustrated in publications of research by the British Psychological Society (BPS, 2004).  Despite, this, in the author’s view some EPs, although their work involves advising others about reading, may not have fully appreciated the development of new evidence positioned within this new paradigm.  

In the next section the shifting paradigm process is discussed and, from the review of the literature on beginning reading research, the dominant reading approaches are considered, beginning with the prevailing or ‘old paradigm’ of whole language, the feelings of unease and the experience of anomalies arising.  The attempt to fit new reading research into the ‘old paradigm’, that is the inclusion of phonic instruction, in the form of balanced/mixed methods, is considered together with its incommensurability with and shift to the synthetic phonic paradigm. 


2.4	Paradigm incommensurability of dominant reading approaches

Historically, there have been three approaches to the teaching of reading:  whole language, traditional/analytic phonic and, a combination of these, known as the mixed or balanced approach.  Turner and Burkard (1996) refer to the mixture of methods or balanced approached, noting the recommendation of such an approach in the Bullock Report (HMSO, 1975).  They argued that it is not acceptable and had led to a decline in reading standards over the subsequent 20 years or so.   

In mapping the various features of these approaches against Fudjack & Dinkelaker’s (1999) paradigm criteria in Table 1, it is recognized by the researcher that the various descriptions may be contested or others considered to have been omitted.  However, the aim is not to offer a definitive account or typology but rather to attempt to paint a paradigmatic picture which illustrates the tensions involved and from which EP perceptions can be compared and understood.  At this point only whole language and synthetic phonics are mapped in the table.  Traditional or analytic phonics was absorbed, although a little uncomfortably, within the whole language paradigm and re-labelled mixed methods.  Both traditional phonics and mixed methods are discussed later in the context of shifting paradigms.

Someone who is stuck in the old paradigm will always have the same criticisms of a study carried out in the new paradigm and therefore will see no validity in it because they have a completely different world view on the subject.  It is important to understand in this context that a paradigm shift refers to how ideas/theories are assimilated into society in practice.  The world views of individuals or groups of individuals may take many years to change or may never change in line with the new paradigm.  Kuhn describes this as ‘normal science’ where individuals carry on within the old paradigm ignoring the new shift because they have so much invested in terms of their professional kudos in the prevailing paradigm.  Indeed, whole language as a method has proved remarkably tenacious within educational ideology and policy making, and while not used purely in schools today it is evident in the mixed methods or balanced approach (NLS, 1998;  DfE, 2014).   Someone who has gone through the paradigm shift, and is working enthusiastically in the cutting edge of what they see as a new paradigm, is going to be dismissive of and see no validity in studies in the old paradigm.  There might be criticisms of studies on an individual basis but lots of those critiques will be clouded by the fact that they see no validity in that approach at all.  For the author of the current study this has real resonance for what has happened through the reading debate.

Before going on to set out the journey through the literature of the paradigm shift in ‘beginning reading’ instruction, it is helpful to return to the work of  Fudjack and Dinkelaker (1999) who apply an ‘enneagram of process’ to shifts in paradigms as this methodology can shed light on features of paradigm shifting that might otherwise go unnoticed.  An enneagram is a nine point geometric figure that maps out the ways in which the nine points relate to each other.  Figure 1 below is an illustration of the ‘Enneagram of Paradigm Shifting’ (Fudjack and Dinkelaker, 1999).  

The ‘paradigm shift’, ‘intrusion of the new paradigm’ and ‘old paradigm drops away’ are presented in ghost writing to indicate hidden knowledge.  Their presence is felt but not known.  Feelings of unease (2) and the experience of anomalies (3) deflect attention from the new paradigm and a return is made to the prevailing paradigm (1) in an attempt to fit the new information into the structure of the existing paradigm.    



Figure 1.	Enneagram of shifting paradigm (Fudjack and Dinkelaker, 1999).

The enneagram of process can be used at the systemic level of reading approaches and ‘beginning reading’, which is how it is viewed in the context of this  Literature Review, however, it can also be applied at the level of individual perception  or mental psychological activity.  While this can only be experienced at the individual level and applied by the individual, the Q-method provides world views of EPs from the factor analysis and this can, to some extent and is sufficient for the purposes of this study, be plotted against the enneagram.   The aim of the enneagram is not to put people into boxes but rather to illustrate the box they are in and the way out, making known what is not known or at least a process by which to begin to know it.  

Fudjack and Dinkelaker (1999) explain:

“All of the activity that takes place on the right hand side of the diagram pivots around the invisible 'presence' of the New Paradigm, which threatens to intrude at the 'shock point' (Point 3). But it is not capable (by definition) of DIRECTLY manifesting itself, as the Old Paradigm does not support it as an object of attention. It is thus rendered 'invisible' - not something that is recognized, in its own right, within the old framework.” 

The next section considers what can be learnt from the literature about the way ‘beginning reading’ has traditionally been taught – ‘the prevailing paradigm’ (as EPs have developed professionally in, and their beliefs and practices been influenced by, this context); some of the problems with the approaches (anomalies experienced); and what research informed methods have been journaled (anomalies consolidated and rival paradigm).

2.5	Approaches to teaching reading through the paradigm shift

As with many paradigm shifts it is difficult to assign precise dates to their onset and change and it should be noted that during the period of change many teachers practiced a variety of methods, some of which fell in one paradigm while others fell in another.  A further complexity is that the structure of understanding may change within the research community, as knowledge builds amongst that community (not always chronologically), before being recognised as a paradigm shift and before being applied in practice in schools, education and government policy.

Kuhn (1977) talks about individuals breaking off, in the case of this research an example would be Chall (1967, see Section 2.5.5 below), who offer dissent to the existing paradigm and then one person, or a group of researchers, encapsulate it and make the moment of revolution or paradigm.  McGuinness (1997) synthesised the research and has rigorously identified the mechanisms of what has to be taught and how to teach it when it comes to ‘beginning reading’ and first voiced the notion of a scientific revolution in reading instruction.  This does not mean that what she has uncovered is in general practice.  In fact, as previously noted, McGuinness argues this paradigm shift has escaped the attention of most educators.
 
As a very rough and approximate guide in relation to the chronology of this paradigm shift, it may be said that the whole language/mixed methods approach was prevalent during the 1980s/1990s in the UK (Groff, 1997) and the new synthetic phonic paradigm began to emerge in the late 1990s (McGuinness, 1997).

The next section describes the shifting paradigm process that the literacy research has undergone in the understanding of how reading should be taught.  

2.5.1	Whole language:  The prevailing paradigm.

Although in evidence from the beginning of the century (Gray, 1940;  Flesch, 1955;  Chall, 1967), whole language became the major approach for educational practice, or the prevailing paradigm, in Great Britain, the USA, Canada and New Zealand during the 1980s and 1990s (Groff, 1997). 

It would appear, from the literature search, that whole language – other terms include: ‘whole-word’, ‘look-and-say’, ‘real books’ and more recently ‘balanced reading’ (Moats, 2007) - as a theory of reading is difficult to define.  Indeed, adherents believe an objective definition would disempower whole language practitioners (Stahl and Hayes, 1997).   Lyon, Shaywitz, Shaywitz and Chhabra (2005) note from a review of the reading literature that whole language is: “a philosophy of instruction rather than an instructional method” (p.211).  That is a set of beliefs about how reading develops rather than an instructional method or series of prescribed activities (see Table1, p.33 in this thesis).  Goodman (1967) described reading as a ‘psycholinguistic guessing game’.  Influenced by the ideas of Chomsky (1957, 1965) whose theory on syntax was considered at the time to revolutionise the understanding of linguistics (Newmeyer, 1996, pp. 24-26), Goodman (1986) considered reading to be a natural process analogous to language learning and that if meaning and purposes of reading were emphasized then learning to read would be as natural as learning to talk.  He proposed that:

“Efficient reading does not result from precise perception and identification of all elements, but from skill in selecting the fewest, most productive cues necessary to produce guesses which are right the first time. The ability to anticipate that which has not been seen, of course, is vital in reading, just as the ability to anticipate what has not yet been heard is vital in listening.” (p.2)

According to Smith (1971), during the reading process the reader picks out just enough information to enable them to predict a language structure that is decodable to meaning.  More specifically, only a fourth or a tenth of information available from every word is utilized by the good reader.  Given these assumptions, alongside the premise that learning to read is natural and driven by meaning, Smith concluded that instructional approaches, which focus on skills, systematically deprive the beginning reader of information.  

In a whole language approach the central aim is to foster children’s attempt to make meaning even if they are not reading the actual words on the page.  In outlining the whole-word approach, Chall (1967) notes that words are introduced as wholes through their meaning, with shape and length providing a cue to enable them to be recognized by sight.  The child, from the beginning, learns to recognize and understand the complete word or group of words in context with other words and pictures.  Typically, children are taught to learn words by sight with a controlled vocabulary gradually being introduced.  If the words cannot be recognized then a fallback strategy is to deduce meaning from picture, sentence and context clues.  If used at all, phonics might be employed to draw attention to the first or last letter of the word.  Since the unit of instruction in whole language is meaningful text any practical or functional phonic skills is self-induced by and idiosyncratic to the student.  

While it seems some children appear to have no problem memorizing the words (as the whole word approach continues to be implemented suggesting a level of effectiveness), many pupils may not ever discover phonetic/graphemic patterns to generalise for reading and spelling (Hempenstall, 1996).   Since reading is considered to be biologically determined within the whole language paradigm, when pupils do not make progress there is felt to be something wrong with them.

If children struggle to learn to read, since reading is considered to already be part of a person’s natural make-up, then the aim becomes one of recovering the process. Therefore, an intervention programme, Reading Recovery (Clay, 1987), was developed based on the same underlying belief of reading for meaning.    It is delivered intensively on a one-to-one basis for thirty minutes daily by a qualified teacher who has additionally been trained over twelve months in the Reading Recovery approach.  Particular emphasis is placed on developing within the catch-up pupil a self-extending system of reading strategies that involves the flexible use of multiple cues (predominantly text level cues) to detect and correct errors while constructing meaning from text (Clay,1991).  Clay (1998) specifically states that beginning readers: 

“. . . need to use their knowledge of how the world works; the possible meanings of the text; the sentence structure; the importance of order of ideas, or words, or of letters; the size of words or letters; special features of sound, shape, and layout; and special knowledge from past literary experiences before they resort to left-to-right sounding out of chunks or letter clusters or, in the last resort, single letters” (p.9).

With regard to the use of a phonic strategy, Burroughs-Lange (2004) wrote:

'Many ways of teaching reading rely on children learning to ‘sound out’ words they don’t know, but in Reading Recovery we are skeptical of the usefulness of this approach' (p.8). 

In Reading Recovery a ‘miscue analysis’ is carried out for pupils who are considered to require the intervention and used to explore what strategies they use when attempting to read unfamiliar words.  The pupil is asked to select a book they can read and a running record (Clay, 1987) is made of the words that errors occur on as the student reads aloud.  Over two weeks of assessment a ‘roaming around the known’ procedure is carried out.  Notes are made according to whether the child’s errors are semantic (for example, what word makes sense here?);  based on syntax (does it sound like the child would ‘talk’?);  or grapho-phonic (does the child try to sound out, for example, does the first letter sound look right, or does it ‘look’ like the word – beginning, middle, and/or end?).    A more detailed assessment, the Observational Survey of Early Literacy Achievement (Clay, 2002) includes the running record and also assessment of individual letter recognition, sight word identification, understanding of print concepts, writing vocabulary, hearing and recording sounds.   Pupils are then provided with graded books containing previously taught controlled vocabulary with respect to sight words (but not to systematic introduction of graphemes/spellings).  These texts also provide assessment and record of progress in the programme and used as evidence of the efficacy of the approach.

It is questionable what benefits can be harnessed by analysing these types of cues.  Graphic (whole word), syntactic and semantic cues only help children to read texts designed for teaching reading in that way and encourages guessing.  This type of assessment appears to lack focus or directionality because there is no understanding of the alphabet code or writing system by the assessor.   In order to read an unknown word it is necessary to have the skills and knowledge to track through the word mapping phoneme to grapheme.  Where this is known the focus can be on teaching pupils to decode accurately. 

Throughout the period of the existence of the whole language approach, concerns have been expressed from various quarters about its effectiveness (Chall, 1989; Adams, 1990; Stahl, 1990; Turner, 1990; Stanovich, 1991; Velutino, 1991; Liberman & Liberman, 1990; Adams and Bruck, 1993; Ellis, 1993; Felton, 1993; Share and Stanovich, 1995; Hempenstal, 1996).  The next section explores some specific anomalies, arising from the whole language paradigm, flagged up in the process of reviewing the literature.

2.5.2	Feelings of unease with the whole language paradigm, anomalies experienced and consolidated

2.5.2.1	Reading failure amongst schoolchildren

One example of unease with the whole language paradigm was given expression by Turner (1990).   Concerned about the curriculum trend In the UK towards whole language via ‘real books’ he, as part of a team of EPs, collected standardised reading data for pupils at the end of Year 2 from Surrey LEA primary schools over a between 1985 and 1990.   On comparing the test data, he observed and reported on a sharp downward trend in attainment.  He concluded that the concurrence of reading failure with the whole language movement was unlikely to be a coincidence.  

More recently, Tunmer, Chapman, Greaney, Prochnow and Arrow (2013) reported that New Zealand’s National Literacy strategy had failed to close the gap between the lowest and highest performing students which remains one of the widest in the Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD).  In an attempt to increase attainments of the lowest performing children, the New Zealand Government had allocated funding to the roll out of Reading Recovery (as had happened in the UK).   Tunmer, Chapman, Greaney, Prochnow and Arrow (2013) reported that the Reading Recovery annual monitoring reports indicated that the approach had little or no impact on the large literacy achievement gap.  Reading Recovery was found to be relatively ineffective for students from low income and indigenous backgrounds.  These pupils were less likely to be successfully discontinued from the Reading Recovery programme, despite receiving extra sessions, and more likely to be referred on for specialist help.   It was also found that the majority of students successfully discontinued from the programme maintained, if any at all, only modest positive effects.    A similar conclusion had been reached fourteen years previously but the recommendation for more intensive and systematic instruction in translating letters and letter patterns into phonological form had been rejected by the New Zealand (NZ) Ministry of Education (MoE) Literacy Task Force (Ministry of Education 1999).

Tunmer et al (2013) contended that the rigid adherence by the NZ MofE to the searchlight/multiple cues model, which had already been ‘firmly rejected’ by the scientific community as a model for reading, was a major factor in the continuing inability to reduce the achievement gap in literacy (p.16).  

Major problems with the practice and foundations of the whole language approach were increasingly coming to light through the research community.  Hempenstall (1996) refers to an extensive list of authors who have published papers in research journals, and the popular press, that question the impact of the whole language approach on attainments of students taught within it.  They particularly note the possible detrimental effects on students at risk of poor or no literacy acquisition.  A selection of the evidence base raising anomalies for the whole language paradigm and which further consolidates these anomalies is considered in the next section.

2.5.2.2	Anomalies arising from the philosophical underpinnings to whole language and effects on teaching.

“In the method of reading instruction known as Whole Language, children are not taught which letter goes with which sound but are immersed in a book-rich environment where reading skills are expected to blossom spontaneously.”  (Pinker, 2003, p.222.)

The philosophical underpinnings of the whole language approach support the assumption that learning to read follows the same natural process as learning to talk.  Therefore, learning to read and write can be considered as universal and effortless as learning to talk if tasks are made meaningful and enjoyable.   The method had and continues to have strong appeal to educators because reading instruction is viewed as meaningful and child-centred.  Additionally, teachers can feel empowered and entrusted to call upon their own practical judgements in supporting each individual child to become “an agent of his or her own learning” (Rayner, Foorman, Perfetti, Pesetsky and Seidenberg, 2001, p.87).   Within the whole language, guiding principles are provided for the teacher, who is fully conversant with the philosophy, rather than any setting out of prescribed teaching methods or activities.  The vagueness in descriptions of what actually happens in a whole language classroom is highlighted by Hempenstall (1996), for example, provision of a natural learning environment (Goodman, 1986); exposure to a literate environment (Sykes, 1991); and emphasis on reading for enjoyment rather than to improve reading attainment (Stahl and Miller, 1989).   Indeed the main goal of reading instruction became the love of reading with the ability to read being secondary (Lyon, Shaywitz, Shaywitz and Chhabra, 2005).  Lyon, et al (2005) expressed some incredulity, noting an apparent lack of realization that, “the latter is a necessary precursor to the former” (p.212).

The teacher is viewed as a concerned facilitator rather than the provider of direct instruction as it is important that pedagogy should not interfere with the natural development of the child.    While the view that learning to read is natural could have some intuitive appeal, given the complexity of the written code and the ease at which most children learn to speak, this is not actually the case.  Learning to read is an unnatural act (Gough & Hillinger, 1980) since the writing system is a cultural invention (McGuinness, 1997) and reading is a cognitive intellectual achievement (Liberman and Liberman,1990).

Weir (1990) is critical of the lack of an acceptable research base for whole language theories and the dominance of the approach within educational policies.  The idea that unrestricted maturation would enable children to develop knowledge unaided is, of course, highly questionable particularly in areas of cultural invention such as reading and writing.    Delpit (1988) raises questions about the effects of such a philosophy on the child’s personal growth and considers it to be disempowering, particularly for minority groups.  She states:

“Adherents of process approaches . . . create situations in which students ultimately find themselves held accountable for knowing a set of rules about which no one has ever directly informed them.”  (p.287)

This is a sentiment experienced by the author of this current thesis both as a teacher in an early years classroom when teaching ‘beginning reading’ and later as an EP in relation to the diagnosis of literacy difficulties and, in particular, dyslexia.

It seems that fluent readers can eventually come to a working understanding of the alphabet code themselves without explicit instruction.  Such an understanding is essential because strategies that involve memory for word shape, picture-clues and context-clues become unproductive (Spear-Swerling and Sternberg, 1994; Vellutino, 1991).  However, it is also the case from studies that look at the strategies of poor readers that many children do not come to an understanding of how the alphabet code works and, without the necessary structure to progress, are left floundering.  For example, the National Reading Panel (2000) research synthesis drew on the results of 66 comparisons from 38 different studies and concluded that systematic phonics instruction made a greater contribution to children’s progress in reading than programmes delivering unsystematic or no phonics instruction.  Poor readers simply do not have the prerequisite skills or strategies to deal with words they have never come across before.    

It may be helpful at this point to pose the question that if the code is known by the adult, should this knowledge not be passed on to the beginning reader (whatever their age) rather than require them to use valuable teaching and learning time discovering code breaking strategies? This is particularly true of pupils who are at risk of not gaining fluent literacy skills and are relying on efficient instruction within the school system and, additionally, are accessing very little, if any, reading support outside of school.  The author of the current work contends that the writing system and principles of the alphabet code are not well understood by adults providing instruction to beginning readers and that this is one of the main reasons why children do not receive appropriate instruction.  

Pinker (1997) writes, “Children are wired for sound, but print is an optional accessory that must be painstakingly bolted on.”  (p.ix) and evidence for this view is considered under 2.5.2.3 below.  Solity (2008) stresses the importance of instructional psychology which takes as its starting point an analysis of what is to be taught and how best to structure it so that those skills, that are the most useful and generalisable, are taught first even if they do not apparently ‘develop’ first.  He concludes by reinforcing the significant implications of instructional psychology for the way that EPs develop their practice in the assessment of pupils perceived to have literacy difficulties.

2.5.2.3	Anomalies arising from the whole language paradigm in relation to cognitive processes of the learner.

The whole-language theory was largely derived from introspection by the proposers of their own mental processes while reading (Goodman, 1986; Smith, 1975).  Thus, from the perspective of a literate adult, words appeared to be processed (if at all) as wholes rather than letter by letter leading Smith (1975) to conclude that the decomposition of words into sounds was not necessary.   Similarly, Smith (1975) and Goodman (1986) noted from their observations that meaning and purpose were the most salient tasks when reading and this they considered should, therefore, be the goal of ‘beginning reading’.  Such conclusions led many authors in the literature to argue that whole-language approaches and practices are based on beliefs about the psychology of ‘beginning reading’ instruction that are theoretically misinformed and ineffective in application (Macmillan, 1997;  McGuinness, 1997;  Adams, 1994;  Fletcher and Lyon, 1998;  Snow, Burns and Griffin, 1998).

While acknowledging the complex connection between research and practice, Perfetti (1995) argues that there has been sufficient quality research to inform reading instruction in some basic areas.  These relate to the cognitive processes that form the foundations for learning how to read and skilled reading.  He identifies four robust contributions of cognitive research that have been drawn from evidence collected in a reliable fashion via numerous studies with converging research.  The results are related specifically to issues of reading instruction and span across a range of school levels, that is, from ‘beginning reading’ to middle-grade to skilled reading.  These contributions are that:  1) skilled readers read words rather than skip them; 2) less skilled readers do rely on context; 3) skilled readers use phonology in reading; and 4) children learn to read successfully by learning how their writing system works. (p.106)

1.	 Skilled readers read words rather than skip them.

The first evidence based contribution in relation to cognitive processes is that skilled readers do not skip words when reading.  There has been clear evidence since the 1980s that, rather than adopting a strategy of sparse sampling of words combined with heavy use of context, skilled readers actually attend very carefully to most letters and words on the page when reading irrespective of purpose (Beard, 2003).   Modern technology analysing eye movements demonstrates that it is only when the eye is at rest, focused on a small specific area of text, that they can gain information. The eyes move in rapid saccades between these fixations and, during movement, are not gaining any information.  The experience of reading appears smooth and fluent but the mechanics involve alternating fixations or stops and movements, with information only being gained at the point of fixation (Perfetti, 1995).  A reader’s ability to direct their eyes to certain words is limited (Rayner and Pollatsek, 1989).  It is very clear from this type of research that readers do fixate on the majority of words on the page and their ability to answer questions relating to comprehension tends to be limited to the areas of text on which they have actually fixated (Just, Carpenter and Masson, 1982).  Limits on retinal sensitivity require readers to sample text densely.  Peripheral vision allows a window of only four to six letters, or a word’s length and the next couple of letters, to the right of the fixation (Rayner and Pollatsek, 1989).  Readers are required to read a vast number of words to read effectively.  Furthermore, while a context effect can be seen in that shorter fixations can be apparent on more predictable words, none are actually skipped (Ehrlich and Rayner, 1981).  

2.	 Less skilled readers rely on context.

Contextual information such as that provided by the knowledge of the reader and from the text, is of course, important when reading because it helps the interpretation of the words that have been decoded and read.  Indeed this is what skilled readers do, they use context to interpret text.  However, less skilled readers rely on context to identify words.  Perfetti (1995) highlights how this can appear counterintuitive to those who consider context a characteristic of the skilled reader and word calling (devoid of meaning) as a characteristic of the poor reader.  This is commonly described, in my own experience, as ‘barking at print’.  Stanovich and West (1981) were inspired by Smith’s (1975) modern take on reading through the whole language approach and carried out a study to investigate Smith’s proposal that skilled readers use context and prediction to ‘read’ the words on the page and that poor readers laboured away with phonics.  They were incredulous to discover that precisely the opposite was true.  The finding that less skilled readers use context to identify words was the conclusion of studies which looked at the speed of word identification in single word reading and contextual word reading by skilled and poor readers (Stanovich and West, 1981; Perfetti, Goldman and Hogaboam, 1979).  Less skilled readers were slower at recognising words in isolation than in context because they lack basic decoding skills and require the boost of contextual information. Skilled readers on the other hand identify words on the basis of lexical processes too quickly for context to have much effect.  Perfetti (1995) reaffirms that the hallmark of the skilled reader is fast context-free word identification and rich context-dependent text understanding (Perfetti, 1995).  

3.	Skilled readers used phonology when reading.

This leads onto the question of how skilled readers identify words.  Perfetti confirms my own observations in discussions with professionals about ‘beginning reading’ that it is common to assume that skilled readers employ a visual whole word/print to meaning process.  

In fact it would prove to be an impossible memory task to learn through a print to meaning process which is why no writing system has ever been set out in this way (McGuinness, 1997).  Psychological studies generally conclude that memorisation of abstract visual symbols (such as words) for adult human memorisation is approximately 1,500 to 2,000 while general conversational speech contains 50,000 words (McGuinness, 1997, p.39).  Historically, a small group of words, typically 100 to 200, have been recognised as occurring relatively more frequently in speech, for example, ‘the’, ‘and’, ‘I’ (an example word list is provided in DFES, 2007).   The assumption being that these could be offered in the form of a sight vocabulary, taught through flash cards and, in the case of children who appear to be developing literacy skills more slowly, through precision teaching as whole words, to help the beginning reader get off to a rapid start.  Carrol, Davies and Richman (1971) found that in a sample of texts used by 8 to 9 year olds (Year 4), 50% were accounted for by approximately 100 words, 75% by approximately 800 words and 90% by about 2,500 words.  In total, however, the number of different words used was 23,477.  A further 63,000 words appeared in written text between the ages of 9 to 15 years.   Attempting to memorize words as random strings of letters can be likened to memorising a telephone directory (Share, 1995). 

The apparent stalling of progress in children’s reading which became known as the 4th year slump is well documented (Chall and Jacobs, 1983; Turner, 1990; Hirsch, 2003).   The teaching of sight words simply postpones the problem of decoding unfamiliar words. Leaving children to work out the alphabet code for themselves can eventually lead to inaccurate decoding and poor guessing. The assumption that the beginning reader can develop a generative strategy through a self-directed attention to word similarities proves ill-conceived for many children who have been observed to come to a halt in reading development between the ages of seven to nine years (UK National Curriculum Years 3 or 4).   The number of unfamiliar written words introduced at this point accelerates rapidly and strategies such as memory for word-shapes and contextual cues are no longer helpful (Hempenstall, 2009).  

There is a clear consensus from the word identification research that connections between written units (letters and strings of letters) and speech units (phonemes) are activated during word identification, and that phonological information is activated as part of this process (Perfetti, 1995).   Phonology has been found to mediate the identification process and, even when this is not the case, phonology is retrieved as a product of the identification process.  Perfetti concludes that the research  based characteristics of skilled reading involve reading words rather than skipping them, context-free word reading skill, phonology and the use of context for interpretation rather than word identification (p.109).  This leads next to the question about what children need to be taught at the early stages of learning to read.

4.	Children learn to read successfully by learning how their writing system works

The fourth contribution from cognitive psychology identified by Perfetti (1995) is the finding ‘that children learn to read successfully by learning how their writing system works’ (p.106). He proposed that defining learning to read in terms of ‘getting meaning from print’ is inaccurate as, while ‘meaning-getting’ is necessary it is not a specific learning problem.  Indeed, Macmillan (1997) emphasizes that the main goal of reading is to derive meaning, irrespective of the method of instruction being used (p.37).  Children do not need to learn that language has meaning nor how to use context to work out meanings since these are things they have become well practised in as part of their uses of language before starting school.  Rather they need to learn the thing that is new to them when they begin reading.  

“The central fact for learning to read is that a child must learn a writing system, specifically how the writing system encodes his or her language.” (Perfetti, 1995, p.109)

The writing system and English alphabet code are described at some length in Appendix 3.  In utilising this code, as highlighted earlier, an awareness of the phonological structure of the language needs also to be developed.  Phonemes (the smallest unit of sounds in words, for example, ‘s-t-r-e-tch’ in stretch) are not readily accessible as discreet speech sounds.  This means that in addition to learning the alphabet code, since the association must also be made with the phoneme, the learner requires adequate representations of phonemes which they do not naturally possess.  This lack of phoneme awareness in young children has been well established (Perfetti, 1995) and the literature demonstrating the details of the relationship between phonemic awareness and learning to read is now substantial.  Collections of the research, or meta-analyses, are provided as early as the 1990s in support of this relationship (Rieben and Perfetti, 1991; Brady and Shankweiler, 1991).   

Exploration has also been made into the relationship between phoneme awareness and learning to read and support has been found for a causality conclusion in that such awareness functionally mediates learning to read in an alphabetic writing system (Perfetti, 1995).  However, there is further evidence that it is within the literacy context that phoneme awareness develops fully.  Thus, the consensus from the synthesis research, is that there is a reciprocal relationship between phoneme awareness and learning to read.  Perfetti (1995) goes on to point out that the fact phoneme awareness can be developed by literacy and vice versa does not negate the utility of phoneme knowledge in ‘beginning reading’, rather it reflects that phonic structures are invisible.  The perceptual experience of hearing words does not ordinarily involve specific phonemes, and this can be compounded in the reading context when the child is required to coordinate phonemes, which are temporally represented, and print, which is spatially represented.  Perfetti concludes by pointing out the relevance of this finding in that instruction might best focus on making phonemes more visible by promoting their mapping to the printed symbol rather than stressing phonological training in isolation. 

In order to address the anomalies arising from the whole language paradigm that reading involved the mapping of sound to letter/letter strings, some limited phonic strategies were tolerated once the child had learnt words as a whole and had been introduced to reading for meaning.   So what are these methods that have been, and continue to be, available from a phonic perspective for beginning and struggling readers and, therefore, influence the context in which the EP takes literacy referrals?  The next section critically examines methods of teaching that are based on units of sound and described as ‘phonic’ in the literature, and identifies some of the problems for the beginning reader created by these. 

2.5.3	Fitting phonics into the prevailing whole language paradigm

Phonics tends to be used as a generic term which conceals significant differences in the way the term is used and the nature of the way the alphabet code is taught within the different phonic approaches.   Phonics can be used in contrast to whole language to indicate the teaching of ‘sounds’ (Adams, 1994).  On the other had it can refer to a type of reading programme, which can be one of two diametrically opposed ways of teaching ‘sounds’, that is analytic and synthetic.  McGuinness (1997) argues that misunderstanding the fundamental difference between the two types has been a major cause of the failure of programmes and resulted in the ‘endless flip-flops between whole-word methods and phonics’ during this century (p.101).  When educationalists and politicians talk about ‘going back to basics’, in the experience of this author, it commonly refers to traditional or analytic phonics.  This approach teaches the ‘sounds of the letters’ (graphemic or starting with letters/letter strings) while the alternative approach, synthetic or linguistic phonics that represent the paradigm shift, teaches the ‘sounds of the language’ (phonemic or starting with the sounds in words) and how these are mapped onto graphemes/spellings (McGuinness, 1997, p.101).

Dombey (2009), a strong advocate of analytic phonics taught in a whole language context, argues that there is no straightforward one-to-one match of every phoneme and grapheme in words like ‘was’ and ‘said’.  In fact, when considering the writing system, the spelling of ‘o’ and ‘z’ in ‘was’ can be found as the spellings for <a> (‘want’, ‘what’, ‘watch’) and <s> (‘is’, ‘has’, ‘trees’) in many words.  Dombey further argues that the <a> causes a problem by representing different phonemes in ‘cast’ and ‘call’ but the rime units (eg, ‘f-ast’, ‘c-ast’, ‘m-ast’ and ‘c-all’, ‘b-all’, ‘f-all’) retain their value.

Given such arguments, why is starting with letters as opposed to starting with sounds a problem?   To answer this it is helpful to reconsider the writing system.  There are a finite number of sounds in the English language, most linguists agree on 43 but accept that in some regions of the UK this can increase to 45 (for example, in Scotland the ‘ch’ as in ‘loch’ and ‘wh’ as in ‘where’).  These can be represented by 100 letter/letter combinations and after this some sounds can be either spelt in more than one way (eg, ‘e’ can be spelt ‘met’, ‘said’, ‘bread’),  while others can share spellings (eg, the spelling <o> can represent different sounds in ‘not’, ‘son’, ‘to’).  This brings the number of individual spellings/graphemes to 400 however 175 spellings account for at least 90% of written text.  This approach further facilitates teaching and understanding of the reversibility of the alphabet code for use in reading and spelling (McGuinness).  From the perspective of support in school and involvement of the EP, this effectively reduces the number and duration of interventions as working memory, phonology, phonemic awareness, and reading and spelling as reversible functions are developed in the context of literacy.

When considering a traditional or analytic phonic approach, however, the teaching can be seen as incomplete and what is taught is limitless and confusing.    Children typically begin by recognising words on sight within a mixed methods approach.  They are then encouraged to consider initial letters which would have been introduced in isolation through other activities whereby they are taught the names and sounds of the 26 letters of the alphabet (52 ‘sounds’).  There may also be a programme (as in the UK National Literacy Strategy, DfES, 1998) of identifying the final sound, middle sound, clusters of consonants (‘st’, ‘sl’ ‘sp’, ‘str’, ‘spr’, ‘scr’) and onset-rimes (eg, word families such as ‘n-et’, ‘p-et’, ‘s-et’;  ‘p-est’, ‘n-est’, r-est’;  ‘sw-ing’, ‘st-ing’, ‘str-ing’, and so on,   with ‘et’, ‘est’, ‘ing’, ‘st’, ‘str’ being taught as if they are one sound).  McGuinness (1997) draws to our attention the fact that the logic of the alphabet code is destroyed and the amount of information to teach and learn grows increasingly daunting and unwieldy.   The number of ‘sounds’ in this method totals approximately 1500 (compared to 43/45 within a method that teaches from the phoneme).  She adds that if syllable segments (eg, find ‘est‘ in ‘establish’, ‘destroy’, ‘bestows’ and ‘ancestor’) are also introduced, the number of sounds becomes infinite.   Children are effectively being taught a number of different writing systems/codes at the same time.

This partial alphabetic ‘phase’ distracts children from taking account of graphemes all through the word from the start.  Research shows that poor readers look like partial alphabet readers (Romani, Olson and DiBetta , 2005).  These children are unable to take advantage of the alphabet code underpinning the English spelling system.  When they come across unfamiliar words in their reading they typically compensate for poor decoding skills by using partial letters and context cues (Stanovich, 1981).  Where connections between spellings and pronunciations are incomplete, the beginning reader lacks the opportunity to retain fully connected words in memory to facilitate subsequent accurate word reading (Rosenthal and Ehri, 2008).  Johnson and Watson (2007) observed that when children persist with a partial alphabetic approach it acts as barrier to skilled automatic word recognition and also tends to result in poor spelling ability.  This strategy, however, is inhibited through a method such as synthetic phonics where there are few underachievers (Johnson and Watson, 2005).  Johnson, McGeown and Watson (2011) carried out a longitudinal study comparing children who had been taught early literacy skills through either analytic phonics or synthetic phonics.  The group taught through synthetic phonics had significantly better word reading, spelling and reading comprehension.

McGuinness (1997) proposes that when children are given misleading instruction they develop different hypotheses about which letters stand for which ‘unit of talk’ (p.33).  These strategies can come to reflect, for some educators and psychologists, stages of reading development as described earlier in this section, that is, moving from whole word, through whole syllable, then initial consonants plus rhyme endings (onset-rime) and finally the phonemic structure of the word is gradually penetrated.  When children make errors, this is considered to be part of the natural process as they move along a developmental path over one or two years.  Such a theoretical view focuses on a biological determinism at the phonological (units of sound, words, syllables and rhyming, not restricted to phonemes) level rather than an understanding of the writing system.  As a consequence, children’s confusion about the alphabet code ‘becomes the platform for designing an intervention programme of instruction‘ (p.75), rather than a basis from which to correct their misconceptions about the writing system.   Thus a child who is struggling to remember sight words may have more instruction at this level and subsequent instruction in syllables and then onset and rime when what is really required is instruction into the mapping of phoneme to grapheme through the word.  McGuinness (1997) advises that tampering with the writing system, turning it into a logographic (whole word), diphone or part-word system (phonic word-families and onset-rime analogies), will inevitably put many children at risk of failing to learn to read (p.75).

The reason children have not been taught historically at the phoneme level when starting to learn to read is because this was considered developmentally inappropriate.  It was believed that most children were aware of onsets and rimes before they were able to analyse or manipulate words at the phoneme level (Goswami and Bryant, 1990).  Emphasis is placed, by these researchers, on early rhyming sensitivity, and decoding by analogy to words with rhyming endings, as a precursor to learning to read.  Goswami (1993) proposed that children who are able to categorise rhyming words are sensitive to phonological rime units and this awareness underpins ‘beginning reading’, thus enabling children to map sound to spelling at the level of the rime unit and awareness of phonemes then arises from learning to read.  

Nation and Hulme (1997) challenged the hypotheses that awareness of rhyme precedes awareness of phonemes; and also that awareness of rhyme, rather than awareness of phonemes, best predicts the rate of progress of the early stages of reading and spelling.  They discovered that children found onset-rime segmentation quite a difficult task at all ages which seriously questions the proposition that onset-rime awareness develops early and naturally.  Furthermore, when children could not segment words into phonemes they did not choose to segment them into onset-rime instead.   Seymour and Evans (1994) proposed that a preference for onset-rime segmentation arises only where previous instruction has stressed the importance of onset-rime divisions, for example, through a typical regime of look-say and phonics based teaching mix.

Nation and Hulme (1997) also found, in contrast to Goswami and Bryant (1990), that there was no relationship between children’s ability to perform onset-rime segmentation and their literacy, while a strong relationship was found between phonemic segmentation and literacy.  They noted this to be consistent with findings in many other studies (eg, Hoien, Lundberg, Stanovich & Bjaalid, 1995; Muter, Hulme, Snowling, & Taylor, 1997; Perin, 1983; Rohl & Tunmer, 1988).  The development of phonemic awareness opposes onset-rime segmentation and, therefore, counters the tendency for children to become better at onset-rime as they get older. Nation and Hulme (1997) concluded from their research, and in line with findings from other studies (Hoien, Lundberg, Stanovich & Bjaalid, 1995, Muter, Hulme, Snowling, & Taylor, 1997) that phonemic segmentation is an excellent predictor of reading and spelling skill.  In an applied sense, their results indicate that the most sensitive measures for screening programmes to identify early reading difficulties would be measures of phonemic segmentation.  In relation to interventions aimed at preventing reading and spelling failure these authors, alongside others (Bradley and Bryant, 1985; Hatcher, Hulme & Ellis, 1994, McGuinness, 1997) recommend phonological training focusing on phonemic awareness and, in particular, explicit teaching in relating phonemes to their matching letter/letter strings within the context of words.

The notion that rhyming activities lead to phonological awareness and then to phoneme awareness has permeated the UK National Curriculum guidelines and was emphasised in the Progression in Phonics (PIPs) document, a government guide for teaching ‘beginning reading’ at the word level (1998 to 2006).  The National Literacy Strategy (NLS) was described by Timms and Merrell (2007) as having almost no impact on reading levels. Prior to the publication of PIPs there had been considerable support in the phonological awareness literature for the existence of intermediate units of phonology.  The acquisition of literacy skills was viewed as mirroring this developing phonological awareness.   This formed the basis of the ‘balanced’ or ‘mixed methods’ approaches to the teaching of ‘beginning reading’ which are now considered.  

2.5.4	Balanced/mixed method approaches: Developing the prevailing paradigm.

McMillan (1997) argues that three major themes have historically dominated discussions around reading:  understanding, enjoyment and the importance of eclectic approaches.  The latter highlights the compromise between whole language and traditional phonics.  Yet Adams (1994) points to the lack of evidence for whole language and traditional phonics and asks why it is assumed that a compromise between the two approaches would provide the most effective ‘beginning reading’ instruction possible for use by educators.  McGuinness (1997) is scathing of the indoctrination of teachers during their training into believing that an eclectic approach is the only solution.  The view that it is necessary to use a range of strategies and methods because no single method can work is challenged by McGuinness, she concludes:  

“. . . how on earth is a teacher supposed to decide which of these ‘strategies’ to use for which child at which ‘stage’, given that no one else has any idea?”  (p.353)

A major problem arises because there is not clear agreement on what a balanced approach actually looks like or how the mixing of methods is accomplished in any particular classroom.   An argument may be that the best elements are utilised while the worst are removed, however, how are the best elements decided on?  Lessons prescribed by whole language and phonics may be intermixed in the hope that different styles of teaching will benefit different children (Wren, 2003).  While serious flaws in the whole language approach are clearly documented within the research community, the ideology of the practice continues to be evident in many facets of education, for example, teacher training, textbooks, teacher instruction manuals and the context in which teachers work on a day to day basis.  

Of particular relevance to EPs is that the propounding of a mixed methods philosophy has a tendency to shift emphasis away from the common needs and similarities between children to their differences.  Rather than a focus on the similar ways in which all children can be taught to read, it is deemed necessary to seek out different methods to suit individual children.    McMillan (1997) highlights how this attitude moves blame away from possible flaws in instructional methods to flaws in the child.  No one method of instruction can be blamed because there are a variety of methods being used.  McMillan sets out a number of child factors that are commonly considered to be contributory variables to poor reading standards, including: individual learning styles (visual or auditory), individual differences (psychological and ability), socioeconomic differences, particular reading disabilities and gender differences.   She then goes on to consider each of these factors separately and shows, through a systematic review of the literature, how they do not hold up when the shortcomings of the instructional setting are recognised and taken into account.   Adams (1990) in her book synthesizing ‘beginning reading’ research wrote:

‘Perhaps the most influential arguments for teaching phonics are based on studies comparing the relative effectiveness of different approaches to teaching ‘beginning reading’. Collectively these studies suggest, with impressive consistency, that programs including systematic instruction in letter-to -sound correspondences lead to higher achievement in both word recognition and spelling, at least in the early grades and especially for slower or economically deprived students.’ (p. 31)

2.5.5	Synthetic phonics:  The paradigm shift

Synthetic phonics, then, is the systematic instruction of the mapping of letter sound correspondences.  Decodeable texts are used initially to develop blending skills and corresponding knowledge of alphabet code in a systematic way.

Adams (1990) proposed that studies based on the comparisons of the relative effectiveness of different approaches to ‘beginning reading’ have provided an influential argument for the teaching of phonics.   An early study during the period of the longstanding debates between whole language and phonics, and seminal piece of published research, looking at how children learn to read was undertaken by Chall (1967).   She carried out a study of 300 classrooms which used various instructional methods and found that systematic teaching of phonics is the most effective approach not only for at risk children but for all children.  Although Chall’s findings come under criticism of methodological flaws, she set a new standard for the design and rigour of educational research (Bond and Dykstra, 1967).  

A further pivotal piece of research in the shifting paradigm was undertaken by Johnson and Watson (2005).  These researchers carried out a seven year longitudinal study into the effects of early synthetic phonics instruction on 300 pupils in Clackmannanshire, Scotland. This ground breaking and rigorous research brought attention to the fact that early and effective deployment of systematic synthetic phonics can eliminate illiteracy.  A main criticism of the study is that while reading levels went up on average by 3.6 years, reading comprehension levels increased on average by only 3.5 months.  However, the children in the study displayed a higher level of socio-economic disadvantage and therefore reduced levels of access, from birth, to language rich environments which is likely to have had a significant influence on the development of their language/listening comprehension skills. Another criticism of the Clackmannanshire research is that the research design did not allow for valid comparison of teaching methods and other interventions were being used at the same time in the local Council area.  However, this study has provided an important addition to the research picture which increasingly points to synthetic phonics as a vital part of early reading instruction.

A more recent longitudinal study was carried out by Grant (2014).  She followed a Reception class of 30 pupils in a school designated for travellers of Irish origin through to the end of Year 2 (on average aged 7 years).  The pupils were instructed in systematic synthetic phonics and at the end of the three year period the overall achievement range was 7 years 7 months to 13 years 9 months for reading and 7 years 1 month to 14 years 9 months for spelling.  On average the class were 2 years 4 months above their chronological age in reading and 1 year 9 months ahead for spelling.  

Grant (2014) concluded:

Teaching in this way (using a systematic synthetic phonic programme) also appears to be more powerful than potential barriers to learning experienced by vulnerable groups such as boys, children eligible for Pupil Premium and for free school meals, children whose ethnicity is non-white British, children whose first language is not English, children with special educational needs, children with summer birthdays and children with challenging behaviour. Children who are slow-to-start, for a variety of possible reasons, can be identified early and are responsive to catch-up intervention in small groups, also using synthetic phonics teaching. These early strugglers were shown to close the gap and to keep up with both reading and spelling. (p.22)

While this was a small study that did not include a control group in its design and is yet to be peer reviewed, the notable results achieved contribute to the converging evidence of the efficacy of synthetic phonics.  

The empirical research on synthetic phonics is frequently disputed because its methodology may not be like some other forms of research, for example, of the ‘gold standard’ random controlled trials which is seen in the field of medicine.  However, there does seem to be some consistency in the results across the research, for the efficacy of systematic teaching of sound to spelling mapping rather than encouraging children to guess words from other information (Chall, 1967; Turner & Burkard, 1996; BPS, 2004; Rose, 2006; House of Commons Science and Technology Committee, 2009; Ellis & Moss, 2013; Hempenstall, 2013; Dodah, 2013, Ehri, 2014). Stanovich (2006) points out that one defining study is unlikely to prove anything rather the results from many experiments, each with some flaws, can provide part of the answer.  Like Kuhn (2012) Stanovich proposes that it is when the community of scientists build a preponderance of evidence supporting an alternative theory over another, and an hypothesis survives many potential falsifications with different  sets of assumptions, that a robust effect can be  argued to be in place.  In the following quote, Stanovich (2006) describes the converging evidence, presented in studies synthesising data from case studies, correlation studies, narratives, quasi-experimental studies and surveys, for the explicit teaching of the alphabet code and systematic instruction in the mapping of phoneme to grapheme in the reading and writing of words at the beginning stages of learning to read:

“The methods of systematic empiricism employed in the study of reading acquisition are many and varied. They include case studies, correlational studies, experimental studies, narratives, quasi-experimental studies, surveys, epidemiological studies and many others. The results of many of these studies have been synthesized in several important research syntheses (Adams, 1990; Ehri et al., 2001; National Reading Panel, 2000; Pressley, 1998; Rayner et al., 2002; Reading Coherence Initiative, 1999; Share & Stanovich, 1995; Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998; Snowling, 2000; Spear-Swerling & Sternberg, 2001; Stanovich, 2000). These studies were used in a process of establishing converging evidence, a principle that governs the drawing of the conclusion that a particular educational practice is research-based. (p.10)

Stanovich (2006) continues:

“The history of reading instruction illustrates the high cost that is paid when the peer reviewed literature is ignored, when the normal processes of scientific adjudication are replaced with political debates and rhetorical posturing. A vast literature has been generated on best practices that foster children’s reading acquisition (Adams, 1990; Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, & Wilkinson, 1985; Chard & Osborn, 1999; Cunningham & Allington, 1994; Ehri, Nunes, Stahl, & Willows, 2001; Moats, 1999; National Reading Panel, 2000; Pearson, 1993; Pressley, 1998; Pressley, Rankin, & Yokol, 1996; Rayner, Foorman, Perfetti, Pesetsky, & Seidenberg, 2002; Reading Coherence Initiative, 1999; Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998; Spear-Swerling & Sternberg, 2001). Yet much of this literature remains unknown to many teachers, contributing to the frustrating lack of clarity about accepted, scientifically validated findings and conclusions on reading acquisition.” (p.5-6)

A concept that has a tendency to surface in relation to literacy difficulties and instruction is ‘learning styles’ (Stanovich, 2006).  However, the idea that individuals have a preference for a particular learning modality that can interact with instructional methods allowing the individualisation of learning methods has not been substantiated in the field of ‘beginning reading’ (Stahl, 1988; Tarver and Dawson, 1978).   Indeed it can actually be harmful (Gersten, 2001; Spear Swerling and Sternberg, 2001) where pupils identified as auditory learners are matched with phonic teaching and visual and/or kinaesthetic learners matched with holistic instruction.   The syntheses of reading research concludes that many children can benefit from phonics based instruction, not just ‘auditory’ learners (Stanovich, 2000; National Reading Panel, 2000; Rayner, Foorman, Perfetti, Pesetsky and Seldenberg, 2002).  It is not only poor instructional practice but actually contradicted by the research, therefore, to exclude ‘visual/kinaesthetic’ learners from effective phonic instruction.   The reviews of research in this area (Stahl, 1988; Tarver and Dawson, 1978) are not, of course, able to prove that the idea that any implementation of learning styles could never work, however, the burden of proof that they could rests with the investigators making the claim.


2.5.6	Positioning of dyslexia in the context of shifting paradigms.

The Division of Educational and Child Psychology (DECP) of the British Psychological Society (BPS) undertook an investigation of dyslexia (BPS, 1999, 2005).  A working party consisting of Rea Reason, Norah Frederickson, Marie Hefferman, Conrad Martin and Kevin Woods examined the research evidence and surveyed current practice in order to produce a report that would provide guidance for Eps and Local Authorities.  The report examined the processes involved in young learners acquiring literacy skills, models of reading and theoretical explanations at the biological, cognitive and behavioural levels.  Morton and Frith’s (1995) causal modelling framework is used to examine a range of theoretical accounts of dyslexia.  

This comprehensive and influential report provides a widely used description of dyslexia and advice on assessment.  In the overall conclusions, and of particular relevance to this literature review, it states:

“The whole language model of reading conceives word reading as a ‘psycho-linguistic guessing game’.  It is argued that, driven by a search for meaning, the fluent reader makes educated guesses on the basis of the text already read.  A crucial assumption is that most words can be ‘read’ as wholes, visually.  The evidence against such an account of reading behaviour is by now incontrovertible” (p.23).
And:
“The proposal that reading is accomplished through a combination of cueing strategies, for which learners may have a preference, deflects from the centrality of word decoding in the reading process.  Accurate and fluent word decoding may be better regarded as the fundamental sub-skill required for efficient reading for interest and information” (p.23).  

This suggests that the understanding of ‘beginning reading’ put forward by the professional body for EPs, the BPS, is squarely within the new paradigm.  Furthermore, like whole language, dyslexia has proved difficult to define and the BPS itself acknowledges that it is able only to provide a ‘working definition’, not an operational one (BPS, 2005, p.19), as for a word to be used as a scientific concept it must satisfy certain criteria.  It admits that, “Currently dyslexia does not meet such stringent requirements”  (p.17).

This is problematic as a perceived role of the EP might be to identify whether a youngster has ‘dyslexia’, traditionally through a discrepancy model.  Within this model a diagnosis and definition of dyslexia is made for a child who has an average or above average IQ but a discrepancy between that number and their expected reading age, on the assumption the reading level should be commensurate with the IQ level.  Stanovich (1994) reviewing the research in this area, argues that there is no evidence for any aetiological, neurological, or response-to-remediation differences between high IQ and low IQ poor readers.  Further evidence is given by Connor (1994) who analysed the EP assessment process and came to the same view as Stanovich.  Furthermore, Restori, Gresham & Cook (2008) pointed out that subtest analysis has not demonstrated that this practice has adequate reliability, diagnostic utility, or treatment validity.  Once the discrepancy model of ‘dyslexia’ is removed, it proves very difficult to ‘diagnose’ dyslexia.  Some practising EPs and researchers have attempted to move beyond debates about the discrepancy model and have developed tools that assess the development of a child’s phonological skills, eg PhAB (Frederickson, Frith & Reason, 1997).  They do though still contend that there is an underlying neurological deficit that causes reading difficulties.
  
Rice and Brooks (2004) note that there are many definitions of dyslexia but no consensus and conclude that “it does not seem helpful for teachers to think of some literacy learners as ‘dyslexics’ and others as ‘ordinary poor readers’ (p.11).   Elliott and Gibbs (2008) similarly questioned the usefulness of the term ‘dyslexia’ and argue that there is a mistaken belief that current knowledge in the fields of genetics and neuroscience is sufficient to justify a category of dyslexia as a subset of those who encounter reading difficulties.  The House of Commons Science and Technology Committee (2009-10) in the Report of the Evidence Check of early literacy interventions concluded that the term ‘dyslexia‘ was not useful from an educational point of view.  “That is because the techniques to teach a child diagnosed with dyslexia to read are exactly the same as the techniques used to teach any other struggling reader. There is a further danger that an overemphasis on dyslexia may disadvantage other children with profound reading difficulties.”   (p28).   In this researcher’s experience, and in agreement with the views expressed through this Committee and by Elliot & Gibbs (2008), it is in practice notoriously difficult to distinguish ‘dyslexia’ from any other type of literacy difficulty/delay.   

The BPS (1999) describe dyslexia as “evident when accurate and fluent word reading and/or spelling develops very incompletely or with great difficulty, despite appropriate learning opportunities - that is learning opportunities that are effective for the great majority of children”. (p.11)  Thus placing the focus of assessment very much more on the learning environment and the child’s interaction with that context.  Many children and young people are being referred to the EP not because they have an inherent learning difficulty but rather as a result of the teaching strategies that have been used with them from an early stage.

2.5.7 	Prevailing paradigm – dropping away or still prevailing?

In recognition of the importance of instruction in the mapping of phoneme to grapheme through the word at the beginning stages of learning to read the UK Government introduced a statutory Phonic Check in June 2011 to be administered to children at the end of their second year in school at age 6 years (Year 1).  The Check comprised 40 words, with a mixture of pseudo words and real words.  Only 27% of the pilot schools said they taught phonics systematically as opposed to mixed methods such as sight word memory and picture clues.  Less than a third of the six-year olds (32%) who took the test met the expected criteria.  This was believed to be broadly in line with the picture across the primary schools in England (DFE, 2011).

An evaluation of the 2012 Phonic Check commissioned by the government a year later (DfE, 2013) noted some confusion amongst those who identified themselves as using a first and fast phonic approach (53% of all schools).  Of these, 85% ‘agreed’ or ‘agreed somewhat’ with the contradictory statement:  ‘A variety of different methods should be used to teach children to decode words’ (Section 2.1), thus suggesting that respondents were not fully aware of the rationale for the introduction of the phonic check (Walker, Bartlett, Betts, Sainsbury and Mehta, 2013).

Within the criteria it is specified that children should ‘apply phonic knowledge and skills as their first approach to reading and spelling even if a word is not completely phonically regular’ and it is noted that ‘children should not be expected to use strategies such as whole-word recognition and/or cues from context, grammar, or pictures’. This guidance fits within a context where phonic work is seen not as one of a range of optional methods or strategies for teaching reading but as a body of knowledge and skills about how the alphabet works which all children should be taught. (p.20)

At the ground level, in the classroom, it does appear that the prevailing, whole language and mixed methods approaches, is not being pushed out by the new paradigm shift of synthetic phonics. 

For EPs dealing with literacy referrals and who will be considering learning opportunities at the word level, this will provide an important pointer to how appropriate the pupil’s learning opportunities have been.  The cause of a lack of progress in ‘beginning reading’ can be hypothesised as being instructional and this can be addressed by considering quality and quantity of instruction and rehearsal.    

In the light of the evidence base for a focus on synthetic phonics when children are starting to learn to read, the DfE are making it quite clear that mixed strategies, or balanced approaches, should not be employed at the stage of ‘beginning reading’ while the majority of teachers report that this is exactly what they do.  In the next section, the journey reflected in UK government policy to this point through two main frameworks of reading is discussed.



2.6	Government policy and reading frameworks through the paradigm shift in early literacy instruction.

As the paradigm has shifted the influence of new research has seen the Government introduce a series of initiatives around the teaching of early literacy skills that have moved gradually from a 1) whole word or whole language approach 2) through a mix of whole language, traditional/analytic phonics and some synthetic phonics to 3) evidence informed systematic teaching of the writing system through the mapping of the sound (phoneme) to the corresponding symbol (grapheme), known as ‘synthetic phonics’.  Table 2 below summarizes these with whole word or whole language strategies highlighted in red; analytic or traditional phonics highlighted in yellow; and the systematic synthetic phonics emphasizing grapheme-phoneme correspondences (GPCs) highlighted in green.  

Various frameworks of reading have been developed within the educational and research communities.  What follows now is not aimed at offering a definitive list or typologies of the different versions but rather to give the main two examples that have influenced UK National Literacy Policy and highlight their contribution to the wider context and influence in which EPs work.   They also provide a map through the paradigm shift in ‘beginning reading’ instruction.

2.6.1	The Searchlight Model

As the evidence base for the importance of teaching decoding through the word for ‘beginning reading’ instruction grew, an attempt was made by the UK Government to introduce more emphasis on the use of phonics.  However, the dominant and prevailing whole language multi-cueing strategies were encompassed within the newly introduced ‘Searchlight Model’ (Figure 2) of reading that became central to the National Literacy Strategy (NLS) Framework (DfEE, 1998).



As part of a ‘Searchlight Model’ teachers were encouraged to develop four routes to reading.  In the newly emphasised phonic route children might use, for example, the initial sound to help them think of a word that might make sense or try looking for known letters/letter clusters and blending sounds.   Another ‘searchlight‘ related to grammatical knowledge where pupils were supposed to reread the sentence using awareness of grammar, while considering punctuation as well as any prefixes and suffixes, together with the remainder of the sentence for additional clues.    A third route involved ‘context’ whereby children were urged to consider illustrations and also wider content and genre elements from which to make informed guesses at unknown words.  The final ‘searchlight’ was labelled ‘graphic knowledge’.  Here pupils were encouraged to note the shape of the word, to find words within words, to seek familiar words and to call upon analogies with visual chunks of known words.  










Figure 2.  The Searchlight Model of reading – NLS Framework 1997 to 2006 (Department for Education and Skills, 1998)

However, attempting to combine whole language cues and phonics in this way confounded word recognition and text comprehension in the teaching of ‘beginning reading’.  While Brooks (2003) proposed that the Searchlight Model, when fully explained, can expand to include the word recognition processes and an emphasis on phonics, Stuart (2002) highlighted that the lack of clarity impacted on the message and teacher knowledge/ideology.  This is further emphasized by Rose (2006) in his independent review of the teaching of early reading.  In his report he draws the reader’s attention to an Ofsted evaluation of the first four years of the UK National Literacy Strategy (DfEE, 1998):

“While the full range of strategies (context cues to aid understanding) is used by fluent readers, beginning readers need to learn how to decode effortlessly, using their knowledge of letter-sound correspondences and the skills of blending sounds together. The importance of these crucial skills and knowledge has not been communicated clearly enough to teachers. The result has been an approach to word-level work which diffuses teaching at the earliest stages, rather than concentrating it on phonics.”  (Ofsted, 2002, pp.37-38)

Although labelled as a ‘model’, Stuart (2002) describes the ‘searchlight’ as a diagram with no detail of processes or how they interact.  The figure shows four sources of information impacting on text and which are suggested to provide cues for word level reading.   Two of the four searchlights, ‘phonics’ and ‘word recognition and graphic knowledge’ refer to decoding skill which enable the word to be read.  The remaining two searchlights (which reflect the ‘model’s’ origin in whole language), ‘contextual’ and ‘grammatical knowledge’ refer to the comprehending process.  All four cues were considered important for providing information useful to word recognition and it was assumed that a child struggling to begin to read can predict words from semantic and syntactic context.  Stuart (2002) argues:  “the assumption that the observed strategies of children failing to develop fluent and automatic word recognition processes (that is, phoneme to grapheme mapping) are a suitable basis upon which to build a model of the processes normally involved in word recognition is highly questionable.”  (p.7-8) In light of the research described earlier, it would seem unhelpful to ignore the incongruity of a four cuing ‘model’ with ‘beginning reading’.

The UK national Primary Framework for literacy and mathematics (DfES, 2006), in summarising the Independent review of the teaching of early reading (Rose Report) March 2006, recorded that  the ‘Searchlight Model’ was considered to be ‘overtaken by more recent research’ (p.1) that emphasised the importance of focussing on sounding out through the word and examined earlier in this review.  The document further set out that it was ‘now time to move on from this model (‘Searchlight) in order to support teachers and practitioners to further improve their teaching of early reading.’ (p.1)  The Rose Review (2006), recorded:

‘Further progress toward the goal of using evidence derived from psychological research to inform teaching practice will be better achieved if the searchlight model is now reconstructed into the two components of reading (word recognition, language comprehension) that are present but confounded within it.’  Independent review of the teaching of early reading, (Appendix 1, paragraph 9, page 75)

A different conceptual framework was therefore adopted, the ‘simple view of reading’. At the same time the DfES (now DfE) stated that ‘high-quality phonic work, as defined by the Rose review, should be a key feature of literacy provision in all the ‘waves’ of intervention' (DfES 2007 PNS).  

2.6.2	The Simple View of Reading Framework

The ‘Simple View of Reading’ (Figure 3) was originally conceived by Gough and Tunmer (1986) as a way to reconcile the whole language and phonic approaches to the teaching of early literacy.   It was revisited by Gough, Hoover & Peterson (1996) and, again, for the Rose Review by Stuart and Stainthorp (2006).  It subsequently formed a central part of England’s Primary National Strategy’s for literacy learning (Rose, 2006:  DfES, 2006), framing the mandatory approach to the teaching of reading in primary schools in England.

The ‘Simple View of Reading’ is not a processing model as both the complex processes of word recognition and language comprehension need to be understood and the model provides no information about these.  Rather, it provides a starting point for thinking about and investigating the complexity of reading (Stuart and Stainthorp, 2006).  It sets out that reading comprehension is the product of two complex but distinct proximal skills; word level decoding and listening comprehension skills. Previously confounded in the ‘Searchlight’ model, the ‘word recognition processes’, based on acquisition and use of phonic knowledge, enable words to be read automatically and fluently;  and the ‘language comprehension processes’ relate to the understanding, interpretation and appreciation of written text that develop through life.   The ‘Simple View of Reading’ is based on the premise that there is one underlying comprehension system that is accessed either through listening to or reading information.  This is in contrast to the belief that there are two systems of comprehension, one dedicated to listening (listening comprehension) and one dedicated to understanding written language, that is, reading comprehension (Stuart, 2003).

















Figure 3.  The Simple View of Reading (Stuart and Stainthorp, 2006)

There is to date no evidence that has been able to falsify the proposition that reading comprises these two dimensions.  Existing factor analytic studies have all shown these two factors, with language comprehension tasks loading on one and word recognition tasks loading on the other.   Furthermore, reading cannot be unidimensional since children exhibit discrepant patterns of performance between word recognition skills and language comprehension ability.   The ‘simple view’ illustrates how these two distinct processes, word recognition and language comprehension, require different weighting at different stages of learning to read.  Until the learner can decode the words on the page they cannot access their existing comprehension system in order to understand the printed words, furthermore once decoded the word may not be in their existing vocabulary and in this way they learn new words (which could not be guessed at or predicted as language is still developing).  Therefore, certain skills need to be acquired and rehearsed, in the early stages, in order to master the alphabet code and develop fluent automatic word reading.   Gradually, as a store of familiar words through decoding has been developed and word reading grows increasingly automatic and fluent, the balance between word recognition and language comprehension changes.  The focus can turn from ‘learning to read’ to ‘reading to learn’, where the learner is involved in engaging and interacting with a wide range of text for purpose and pleasure.  This is illustrated in Figure 4. 


Figure 4.  The strands that are woven into skilled reading (Scarborough, 2001)

Reading problems can arise from poor decoding skills, poor listening comprehension skills, or both. This simple view of reading framework enables practitioners to understand the separation of decoding and comprehension and, therefore, the nature of the instruction required to support the child.    This is consistent with the theory of ‘instructional psychology’ whereby how and what pupils learn is a direct consequence of their previous formal and informal learning experiences.  The starting point, therefore, is a detailed analysis of the learning environment rather than an in depth assessment of children’s cognition or teachers’ strengths and weaknesses (Solity, 2000).

The main assessment within schools in the UK are the national standard assessment tests (SATs) taken by pupils at the end of Year 2 (aged 6/7 years).  Stuart (2003) points out that these confound measurement of word recognition skills and measurement of text comprehension.  It is impossible to identify, therefore, whether children who do badly cannot read the words or whether, despite age appropriate decoding skills cannot make sense of what they read.   Conversely, children may achieve at an average level through practice with the vocabulary typical of these tests and good comprehension/prediction skills.  This may exist alongside poor decoding and encoding skills for unfamiliar text that do not become apparent until Year 3 and Year 7 as the pupil increasingly comes across unfamiliar vocabulary within the curriculum.   Thus, the SATs may not be an accurate assessment tool by which to measure children’s reading development.  The statutory Phonic Check, therefore, was introduced by the current UK coalition government in an attempt to ensure that all pupils have learned phonic decoding to an appropriate standard by the age of 6 years (DfE, 2013).    This is a test of 40 words comprising a mixture of pseudo-words and real words (Appendix 4).

However, at the time of writing, the 2014 evaluation of the phonic check has just been published (DfE, 2014).  It notes that the percentage of respondents who agreed that a variety of different methods should be used to teach children to decode words mirrored that of the previous year (90%).  The report concluded that:  “Most teachers do not see a commitment to systematic synthetic phonics as incompatible with the teaching of other decoding methods”.  (DfE, 2014, p.28.)
Moats (2002) argues that prevailing educational philosophies change slowly once established.  While UK Government educational policy sets out the requirement in early literacy teaching for systematic instruction of sound-symbol mapping, beliefs that underpin whole language and traditional phonics instruction persist.  In the next and penultimate section of this literature review the paradigm shift in reading instruction is revisited, the ‘revolutionary’ period summarised and what the research base indicates EPs should be mindful of in their applied practice.

2.7	A period of revolution - summary 

2.7.1	The structure of scientific revolutions and changes in the understanding about beginning literacy instruction

The mixed methods or balanced approach have become the established framework of thought around early literacy instruction as it reconciles both whole language and phonic (analytic/traditional) approaches.  Those children who fail to learn to read within this framework, with all the available strategies provided to them in this eclectic approach, are typically considered to have learning difficulties resulting from within child factors or neurobiological disorders.  The instruction practices are strongly defended and, while hard to find, a solution to the puzzle of discovering neurobiological bases and diagnosing learning difficulties is pursued.  

The discovery of a clear understanding of the alphabet code and writing system provided the anomaly that has led to a shift in professional commitment to the shared assumptions of the established framework.   New assumptions about early literacy instruction, assessment and intervention, has meant that prior assumptions be reconstructed while prior facts are reevaluated.   In his description of scientific revolutions, Kuhn (2012) describes this as difficult, time consuming and strongly resisted by the established community.  

Existing beliefs are notoriously difficult to influence or change.  Although the evidence against the whole word account of reading behavior is now incontrovertible (BPS, 1999, see p.24), and there have been enormous strides in establishing what is the most effective instruction at the ‘beginning reading’ stage, discredited and ineffectual practices continue in schools (Moats, 2007).  Programmes such as Reading Recovery and Better Reading Partnership (see Appendix 5 for example of a pupil report date April 2014) continue to be popular in schools.  This is despite significant criticism of the research basis documented in a report of the House of Commons Science and Technology Select Committee evidence check on literacy interventions which focused on the government’s roll out of Reading Recovery (House of Commons, 2009).

2.7.2	What do EPs need to know about the paradigm shift in our understanding of beginning literacy instruction?

In order to address the question:  ‘what do EPs need to know about the paradigm shift in our understanding of beginning literacy instruction?’  It is helpful to return to the major principles proposed by McGuinness (1997) set out in the ‘Introduction Chapter’ (p.1) of the current thesis since these reflect the most current research based understanding.

The first is that the writing system is based on phonemes and not whole words or parts of words.    It is not biologically determined but a cultural invention that requires instruction.   It has not been possible, at this point in time, to isolate any fundamental underlying biological mechanisms that might be at fault to explain literacy difficulties.  (Elliott and Grigorenko, 2014; Elliott and Gibb, 2008).  Indeed, McGuinness (2013) argues there is no neurobiological basis for reading, rather it requires the ordinary skills of visual and auditory perception;  paired associate learning;  and frontal lobe ‘flexible noticing order’.  “The ability to shift attention rapidly to another set of events or sequence of actions when it is appropriate” (p.168).   The way a code is written determines how it should be taught.  Some children will require more explicit instruction and practice while at school than others.

The English Alphabet Code has four systems of mapping logic beginning with simple reversibility, that is, one to one;  and four forms of propositional logic, that is, one-to-one/two, one-to-many and many-to-one mapping (see Appendix 3 for fuller explanation and examples).   

Cognitive and educational psychology research has demonstrated that children need to be taught to hear isolated sounds in their language, or to be able to segment words into phonemes, in order to use the alphabetic writing system.  Teaching whole or part words works against this.  Early literacy instruction is most effective when phonemes are made visible through the mapping of the phoneme to its written symbol rather than stressing phonological training in isolation (Perfetti, 1995). 

When reading and spelling instruction is structured and sequenced in a way that is compatible with the logic of the alphabet code and the linguistic and logical development of the child, then all children (including poor readers of all ages but with the exception of those with very severe cognitive or physical development difficulties) can learn to read at the word level.

There is consensus among researchers, which is currently reflected in Government educational policy, that work at the word level makes the most significant difference in children learning to read (Adams, 1990).   The DECP dyslexia working party (BPS, 1999) offered an assessment framework for children having difficulty in learning to read.  It focused on literacy learning at the ‘word level’ in the context of appropriate learning opportunities and assessment through teaching.  Features of the assessment process included exploring ‘severe and persistent’ difficulties in the acquisition of accurate fluent word reading/spelling despite the provision of appropriate learning opportunities.  It is important, therefore, that EPs’ assessments consider any gaps in children’s word level skills and knowledge while, at the same time, examining what is being taught, how and with what frequency.   Given teacher feedback on the Phonic Check (DFE, 2014) questions may be raised about the wider understanding of teaching practitioners and the appropriateness of learning opportunities provided to beginning readers (irrespective of their age).   They may not know what they don’t know about beginning literacy instruction and feel quite confident in their pedagogy.  The role of the EP will arguably be to challenge this to ensure children’s needs are appropriately met, providing they do know what they need to know about best practice as identified by the current research base. 
 



2.8	Summary of Literature Review

This chapter set the scene for this research study by describing and critically reviewing two theoretical paradigms, whole language/balanced or mixed methods and linguistic/synthetic phonics, which have provided overall frameworks for the understanding of the development of beginning reading.   Through the literature review the incompatibility of these paradigms was outlined, and it was argued, that synthetic phonics provided a superior alternative to the established whole language/mixed methods approach and has become the new theoretical paradigm within the research community.  Furthermore, the influence that the shifting paradigm has had on government policy about early literacy was looked at in a chronological way, demonstrating how current UK national policy is positioned within this new paradigm.  However, despite a strong research base for synthetic phonics instruction as well as supporting government policy, the whole language/mixed methods (or old/displaced paradigm) continue to pervade day to day educational belief and practice. 

The literature that was reviewed refers largely to debates between different approaches to reading or to specific studies into particular early literacy teaching methods.  Although this is relevant to the everyday practice of EPs, as it provides important and research based information about effective beginning reading instruction, it does not identify or clarify the views of EPs and whether or not these views reflect the shifting paradigm process, as this research sets out to do.  
The next section details the research questions before moving onto the Method Chapter.  This latter chapter provides an account of how the issues summarised above were incorporated into the methodology used in this study to provide a transparent description of the stages of data collection and analysis using Q-methodology in order to ensure that the EPs views about beginning reading/literacy development were sought.





2.9	Research questions

McGuinness (1997) describes a revolution in ‘beginning reading’ instruction and the discoveries and principles that challenge existing educational beliefs and ideology have been considered in some detail in this literature review.  EPs might be described as important players in this ongoing scientific revolution (BPS 1999, 2005), and how conscious they are of the new knowledge formed the starting point for the current study.  A literature search did not flag up any previous studies in this area.  The aim, therefore, is to explore EPs’ understanding, beliefs and reported behaviors in relation to literacy referrals and, in order to achieve this aim, the following research questions are posed: 

	What are EPs’ perceptions of early literacy instruction, assessment and intervention and how do they differ?
	How do these perceptions match up to the research evidence generated by the paradigm shift (see Section 2.5.5, p.55) in early literacy instruction?
	Do EP participants perceive themselves to be confident in assessing literacy difficulties and recommending interventions?
  














CHAPTER 3METHOD

Overview of the Methods Chapter

This chapter begins with an explanation of Q-methodology, addressing why the methodology was adopted within the current study (3.2 and 3.3) as well as the epistemological position taken (3.4).  Definitions are provided of some common Q-method terminology and a brief outline of the steps and procedures (3.5) typically followed in the approach are included.   The operationalization of Q-methodology within the current study is then described in detail (3.6).  Finally, ethical considerations are highlighted together with the actions taken to ensure these were maintained (3.7) and a summary of the chapter provided (3.8).

3.2	Q-methodology and Rationale for its use in the Current Study

The goal of the present study was to explore what EPs think and report they do about early literacy development.  The study starts from the premise that EPs have varying perspectives about the building blocks of literacy because they have different experience and knowledge.  It is further surmised that, while individual EPs would have their own personal perspectives on this, there would also be what Sickler et al (2006) describe as overarching or ‘coherent patterns’ of beliefs that are idealized in ways which may not exactly mimic individual beliefs.  In this way EP ‘world views’ could be captured, explored and considered within the wider context of a paradigm shift in their understanding of reading development.  In order to reveal these EP perspectives, the current study employed Q-methodology for data collection and analysis.  

Q-methodology can be described as the systematic study of subjectivity through a unique combination of qualitative and quantitative research techniques.   Stephenson (1953) developed the approach in the 1930s as a humanistic alternative to the traditional qualitative and quantitative empirical methods.  It combines the strengths of the qualitative and quantitative traditions while in other respects bridges the gap between them (Brown, 1996). Most importantly, the methodology is first and foremost concerned with human subjectivity or ‘psychological significance’ (Watts and Stenner, 2012, p.15).  The quantitative component is in action during data collection and analysis when the focus is on a by-person or inverted technique of factor analysis (Watts and Stenner, 2012).  The qualitative component is central in the interpretation of the resultant factors.

Q-methodology has been used in a wide range of studies in a variety of fields including, for example, medicine, business studies, political science as well as the social sciences (Venables, Pidgeon, Simmons, Henwood and Parkhill, 2009), thus illustrating its acceptance as an effective research method for looking at perceptions and attitudes.  It is particularly relevant in the field of Educational Psychology.  Watts and Stenner (2012) note that the ‘Q’ was first used by Thomson (1935), an educational psychologist and statistician, in order to pursue correlations between persons as opposed to correlations between tests and variables.  Stephenson (1939), however, developed its application in a wider sense where the people became the variables and the traits, abilities, perceptions were treated as the sample or population.   In doing so he provided a way to systematically and holistically identify different types of perception, mood, and viewpoint across different life domains and contexts (Watts and Stenner, 2012).  

The potential of Q-methodology to combine the strengths of qualitative and quantitative research; and to provide a tool to research human subjectivity, has meant it has become a long established technique now used in a variety of disciplines (Watts and Stenner, 2012).    It offers an original research approach to psychology where a variety of opinion can be captured which are common to several persons but not necessarily to all (Stephenson, 1936).   The methodology then allows access to people’s subjectivity and makes it observable to the researcher. This is helpful in the current study where the focus is on EPs’ subjectivity and beliefs.  Simply measuring, for example, the number of times that EPs mention a particular literacy intervention in their reports would not provide the depth and richness obtained through an examination of their subjective experience.  Furthermore, as a result of all the different aspects of and approaches to literacy, discourse around it within education can be both focused and emotive but also nebulous and generalized.  Through Q-methodology, the stories of many people can be co-constructed and, for the purposes of the current study, provided a flexible and rigorous approach to constructing meaning from individual experiences and perceptions.  Cross (2005), for example, compares Q-methodology favourably to attitudinal questionnaires as providing a more robust technique for measurement of subjective opinions and attitudes, while also preserving the richness of personal descriptions.  

Q-methodology has been described as a ‘discourse analysis technique’ (Webler, Danielson and Tuler, 2009).  Such methods seek underlying meanings and patterns through analysis of text and participants’ responses are self-referential.  Similarly, in Q-methodology participants respond to statements using internal yardsticks.  However, since everyone is responding to the same set of statements, participants’ responses can be directly compared in a consistent manner.  This was an important factor in the decision to adopt Q-methodology in the current study.

Stainton Rogers (1995) notes that a criticism made of Q-methodology relates to reliability as it does not necessarily yield the same results when repeated on the same individuals.  In response, he goes on to argue that within social research this is not necessarily viewed as a problem because there is not an expectation that people will express the same views on two separate occasions.   However, Brown (1980) argued that Q-sort can be replicated with 85% consistency up to a year later.  Since there are only a limited number of accounts which can be expressed, limitations are automatically placed on participants’ responses. 

There may also be issues of bias at the interpretation stage, how factors are read can be influenced by the position of the researcher (Stainton Rogers, 1995) and it is acknowledged here that attempts to minimise personal subjectivity are of the utmost importance.  Q-methodology further relies on the frankness of the respondent who may give fake or uncertain responses.  While the forced distribution of the Q-sort can limit uncertain/midway responses, the respondent may still use the instrument to provide an account that is acceptable to the researcher rather than how they truly feel about an issue.

Q-methodology has a number of advantages which, it can be argued, outweigh the disadvantages.  Peritore (1989) points out that Q respects the integrity of the respondents, results can be recorded anonymously and factorial results cannot be predicted.  This is important the current author’s perspective as a researcher who has a stake in the research process in countering criticisms of bias.  Q-methodology conforms to the principles and concepts of contemporary science (Brown, 1996); it combines the strengths of qualitative and quantitative data (Dennis and Goldberg, 1996); and provides a bridge between the two paradigms of inquiry (Sell and Brown, 1984).

3.3	The Difference Between ‘Q’ and ‘R’

In the development of Q-methodology, Stephenson (1936) was interested in using factor analysis to correlate people with the views they held to reveal the different points of view that exist in any situation or topic (Brown, 1996).  It was set apart from R-methodology (the traditional form of factor analysis) in two main ways.  The first is its subjective nature compared to the objective nature of R-methodology.  The second is the nature of correlation and clustering (Steelman and Maguire, 1999).

R-methodology studies the relationship among objective variables (Brown, 1984) across a set of people.  It is concerned with patterns across variables and it is the participants’ views that are being measured.   Brown (1993) highlights the centrality of proof and the possibility of refutation in R-methodology as findings are externally verifiable.  The identified traits and attributes within the sample of participants can be generalized to explain characteristics of populations. 

Q-methodology, on the other hand, explores patterns of subjective perspectives across individuals (Steelman and Maguire, 1999).  Participants rank order a number of statements to illustrate their personal view of how the various statements reflect their beliefs.  Dominant patterns of belief, or ‘constructions’, are revealed through factor analysis and how individuals with like views perceive an issue and, likewise, how individuals with different views see the issue.  It is not the ‘constructors’ who are the focus but the ‘constructions’ themselves (Stainton Rogers, 1995).   Unlike R, the results from Q-methodology are not statistically generalizable.  This refers to the ability to state how prevalent a given perspective is in a larger group.  Rohrbaugh (1997) argues that Q-methodology is less concerned with generalizability of findings but instead is interested in a more in-depth picture of the typologies of perspectives that prevail in a given situation.  Thomas and Baas (1992) propose that the results obtained through Q-methodology can be said to generalize to the universe of ideas of statements about a topic.

Q-methodology has been criticized for not being as naturalistic as, for example, interview techniques because participants are responding to statements that are pre-generated (Stenner, Watts and Worrell, 2008).  An advantage, however, is that direct comparison can be made between Q-sorts, that potentially include a vast amount of combinations, to obtain a limited number of discrete patterns of statements (Brown, 1980).   Stenner, Watts and Worrell (2008) also highlight the difference between Q-methodology and surveys or attitudinal questionnaires where the respondent is subjected to measurement in a passive manner.  They compare this to the active participation of the Q-set member who responds and sorts statements from a subjective point of view to form their own ‘gestalt’ viewpoint.  

These considerations made a further case for the adoption of Q-methodology in the current study.  Of interest here were the perceptions of EPs around early literacy development and how their overall constructions fell in relation to the context of the paradigm shift described by McGuinness (1997).  

3.4	Positionality Adopted Within the Current Study

The epistemological position adopted within the current study has been previously described (Section 1.7, p.15) and also the positioning of Q-methodology within that epistemological framework (Section 1.7.2, p.18) so it will not be revisited at this point.   An outline of Q-method terminology, steps and procedures is set out and critiqued before describing them in more detail in relation to this study under the ‘procedures’ section (Section 3.6, p.88).   

3.5	Q-methodology – Definitions of Terms and Outline Procedure

The table below provides a glossary of the main terms used in Q-methodology.

Table 3.  Q-methodology definitions

Terminology	Definition
Concourse	This refers to the flow of communicability surrounding any topic (Brown, 1993).  (Appendix 6)
Q-set or Q-sample	A subset of statements drawn from the concourse as a miniature representation of it.  (Appendix 7)
Q-sort 	The process of sorting the selected statements in the participant’s preferred order of preference. (Figure 5, p.86).
Q-sort cards	Statements in the Q-set are printed individually, with the item number, on small cards (Appendix 11) for participants to arrange within a Q-sort grid.
Q-sort grid	The outline distribution shape, for card sorting and recording, showing the grid headings horizontally along the top illustrating the range, i.e. 15 points from ‘-7’ to ‘+7’, and the columns of cells under each of these.  The distribution shape is typically an inverted normal distribution curve with fewer cells at the extreme ends and increasingly more towards, then the most in, the middle.  (Appendix10)
P-set	The group of participants taking part in the Q-sort.
Rating scale	The rating scale according to which statements are arranged, within this study from ‘-7’ to ‘+7’.
Record sheet	A small version of the Q-sort grid on which the number of the placement of each Q-sort card of each participant is recorded for factor analysis.  (Appendix 8a)

The  Q-study typically follows a five phase sequence (Du Plessis, 2005, p142) :  1)  collection of the concourse;  2)  development of the Q-sample / Q-set;  3)  selection of P-set;  4) carrying out of Q-sort; and  5)  data analysis.  Figure 5 below provides an overview of the Q-methodology process.

RESEARCH QUESTION
(primary sources:  interviews, group discussions, conversations and/or
secondary sources:  news media, journals, blogs, reports)
↓
COLLECTIONS OF OPINIONS, STATEMENTS:  CONCOURSE
(refinement, clarification)
↓
DEVELOPMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE STATEMENTS:    Q-SAMPLE
(condition of instruction)
(Q-samples can also be composed of pictures, recordings, and any other stimuli amenable to appraisal.)
↓
RANK ORDER OF THE STATEMENTS:  Q-SORT
↓
FACTOR ANALYSIS

Figure 5.  Q-methodology process overview (adapted from Du Plessis, 2005, p142)     

The starting point in Q-methodology is the collection of the discourse about a specific topic, this is referred to as a ‘concourse’.  This can be gathered from either primary sources, including interviews and group discussions, or secondary sources such as literature and editorials (Denzine, 1998).  These sources can be further elucidated through either naturalistic or ready-made Q-samples (McKeown and Thomas, 1988).  Naturalistic Q-samples are developed from written or oral statements about the research topic by the participants who will later be involved in the Q-sort.  Ready-made Q samples are compiled from sources other than communication with the participants.  Statements from both types of samples can be combined to form hybrid-type Q-samples.  

The next step is to select a sample of statements that are representative of the range of communicated ideas in the discourse (Brown, 1980).  The selection of Q-samples can be either structured (Brown 1980) or unstructured (McKeown & Thomas, 1988).  In an unstructured sample, statements felt to be relevant to the topic are chosen and little effort is made to ensure that all possible sub-issues are covered.  While it can provide a reasonably accurate survey of positions on a given issue, some aspects can be over or under sampled resulting in a possible bias being unintentionally incorporated (McKeown and Thomas, 1988).  Stephenson (1953) pointed out that unstructured samples have resulted in some of the best Q-studies.  In a structured sample, the researcher adopts a more systematic approach in that the statements are grouped by categories and different aspects of the same statement are formulated and included (Brown, 1980).  The structure is achieved through the application, for example, of Fisher’s (1960) methods of experimental design.  Statements are conceptualized theoretically to provide structure and boundaries for inclusion, exclusion and reformulation to ensure balance and representation of the topic area.

In Q-methodology, sampling takes place during statement selection rather than during the choice of participant (although sampling of participants can take place to obtain different viewpoints) so rigour is essential (Watts and Stenner, 2012).  The Q-statements represent the research instrument in Q-methodology and, as such, must be ‘fit for purpose’ both in representing the area of research and also providing participants with a tool that facilitates ease of use. The statements comprising the resulting Q-sample are numbered and printed onto separate cards ready for the next stage of the Q-methodology procedure, the Q-sort.  This is the rank ordering of statements according to, for example, how much they agree or disagree with them (Brown, 1996).  ‘The data from Q-methodology are literally what participants make of a pool of items germane to the topic of concern, when asked to rank then’.  (Stainton Rogers, 1995, p.180)  The participants are asked to place all the cards, one per cell, into a forced quasi-normal distribution.  Within a ‘forced choice’ procedure, all items must be placed and each position can only be used once (ten Klooster, Visser and de Jong, 2008).  A quasi-normal distribution refers to the shape of the sort distribution where the number of spaces on one side of the scale mirrors the number of spaces on the other side of the scale, escalating in the middle (Figure 6).  The rationale for this is that each participant, subjectively, will have strong agreement with some statements, strong disagreement with others, and some they will feel indifferent about.  Parker and Alford (2010) describe the tail end of the distribution as ‘extremes’ with a ‘pool of indifference’ in the centre.  
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Figure 6:  Pre-structured Q-sort quasi-normal distribution grid used in this study

Once the Q-sort has been completed formal comparison of the different arrangements of the participants is factor analysed thus leading to the final stage of the procedure, the data analysis.   The factor matrix (or loadings) summarizes which of the Q-sorts are similar or different from one another.  The main features of the participants’ subjectivity are then rendered manifest (Brown, 1996) and the different sorting patterns are examined to infer what particular ‘story’ is being told by each one (Stainton Rogers, Stennner, Gleesen and Stainton Rogers, 1995).

3.6	The Operationalisation of Q-Methodology within the Current Study	

Having described and critically examined Q-methodology from a theoretical perspective this section outlines its operationalization within this study.  The design, research instrument, participants and procedure are now set out below while pointing the reader to relevant appendices to aid clarity.  Rationale for choices made is included as appropriate.

3.6.1.	Design

The study utilized a mixed method exploratory design.  Data were collected in a sequential manner between May 2012 and May 2013 with each stage of data collection informing the next.  Data collection began with the initial development of the concourse leading to subsequent selection of statements (Q-set); following this the person-sample (P-set) was selected and the Q-sort process carried out and feedback questions completed; data was entered into the PCQ software statistical package for analysis.  The stages of data collection will be explained further within the ‘Procedure’ section (3.6.4). 

3.6.2.	Research Instrument

The research instrument is the set of opinion statements comprising the Q-sort which are rank ordered from ‘most agree’ to ‘least agree’.  The development of the Q-sort is described below under ‘Procedure’ (3.6.4).

3.6.3.	Participants

Within Q-methodology participants have the status of variables and, therefore, do not require to be randomly selected or large in number (McKeown and Thomas, 1988).   They should however represent a distinctive point of view (Venables, Pidgeon, Simmons, Henwood and Parkhill, 2009).  The participants in this study were all practising EPs since it was the viewpoints of EPs that was the focus.  Criterion sampling (i.e., being a practising EP) was, therefore, employed as participants meeting the researcher’s criteria were selected (Mertens 2005).

EPs were recruited through the use of email and direct contact during doctorate study days.  Participant information sheets (Appendix 10a) and consent forms (Appendix 11a) were emailed or handed to all EPs who showed an interest in participating.  Those who returned their consent forms by the deadline were recruited.  All EPs within the researcher’s locality and also those attending the UEL study days were invited to take part.  Therefore a representation of EPs employed across the South East of the UK and also Ireland were included.  It was assumed that EPs would have enough knowledge of the topic area, ‘beginning reading’/early literacy development, in order to participate effectively, and, in any case, it was of interest if they did not.  The focus of the current study was an exploration of EPs’ perceptions in an area central to education.   Information about evidence based literacy practice was not shared as an aim was to explore current EP opinions together with reported practice of assessment and interventions.  If research has been shared just prior to the Q-sort this may have influenced EP participant responses.

This study used an extensive person-sample as the participants were requested to do the Q-sorting under an identical condition of instruction.  

Altogether, 54 Q-sort packs were distributed.  Of these, 48 participants carried out the Q-sort activity.  Thirty-two participants, working in the researcher’s local area, completed the Q-sorts and returned these via email or post.  Sixteen participants, other that local area, completed Q-sorts in the presence of the researcher.  The Q-sort packs were coded so that it was easy for the researcher (but nobody else) to identify the respondent.  

3.6.4.	Procedure

This section describes the procedure undertaken, including the construction of the concourse; the selection of the Q-set; the Q-sort activity and the gathering of supporting information from the participants.

3.6.4.1	Construction of the Concourse

In this study the concourse was constructed by the author from reflections on her experience; viewpoints in the literature and blogs of a variety of academics, theorists and authors; EP reports; local and national government policy documents and parliamentary reviews; informal discussions with EPs; and the content of professional development sessions.

Initially sentences and paragraphs relating to the development, learning, teaching, assessment and intervention of ‘beginning reading’/early literacy skills were collected.  These specifically related to ‘word level’ development from both the ‘whole language’ and ‘phonic’ perspectives which have been described and discussed in the previous chapters.  In summary, the focus of the concourse relates to reading of individual words as this is considered to be at the fore in the beginning stages of learning to read and spell.   

Following informal discussions with EP colleagues, both from within the Local Authority and also from other local government authorities, it was decided to include some statements in relation to service delivery and the perceived role of the EP made during informal discussions with EP about literacy referrals.  It was felt this could be a factor influencing EPs in their approach to literacy referrals and the application of evidence based practice. 

The list of sentences comprising the concourse were cut into strips, paragraphs were further split into sentences where these described concepts or views and which were self-contained and could be treated as separate.  Watts and Stenner (2012) described ‘double-barreled’ statements, that is, having two propositions as being best avoided as this makes sorting along a single continuum difficult.  For example, an EP during an informal discussion about ‘beginning reading’ said:  “Children must be allowed to develop reading at their own pace.  To develop a love of books.  To make their own meaning from text.”  This was broken into three statements.  Another statement was:  “During assessment I would want to see if it is just literacy difficulties or is the pupil struggling with learning.  It is helpful to get an idea as to whether it is more global.”  This was split into two statements which were later combined with similar items and a summary statement of the concept produced.

This process resulted in 114 sentences (Appendix 6).  A Q-set must be broadly representative of the concourse at issue (Stenner and Watts, 2012).  In the case of this research, this involved the learning of ‘beginning reading’ or early literacy skills.  Brown (1980) suggests that a structure may emerge from further examination of the statements in the concourse.  In the context of EPs, perceptions around the development of early literacy skills are also highly likely to incorporate assessment and intervention.  
With this in mind, a careful examination of the concourse through the sorting of the statements revealed that they could be organised into four categories and nine sub-categories (see Appendix 7 for the statements within these categories and sub-categories):  

Table 4:	Concourse by category and sub-categories
Categories	Sub-categories
Beliefs	Whole language/mixed methods: Prevailing Paradigm    
	Systematic cumulative synthetic phonics:  Paradigm Shift   
Assessment	Whole language/mixed methods: Prevailing Paradigm    
	Systematic cumulative synthetic phonics:  Paradigm Shift   
Intervention	Whole language/mixed methods: Prevailing Paradigm    
	Systematic cumulative synthetic phonics:  Paradigm Shift   
Role and Confidence	Involvement 
	Confidence
	Knowledge/Understanding

In order to sort the statements into these categories and to begin to reduce the concourse into a more manageable set of statements for the Q-set, the assistance of two other EPs was sought.  The rationale for this was to ensure consistency of the categorization and also that statements were not simply removed or included or phrased on the basis of the author’s personal decision making.  She was aware of her own preference towards a linguistic phonic approach to the teaching of early literacy and that this was not true of all EPs.  By inviting EP colleagues to assist the researcher at this stage it was anticipated that the final statements would reflect diverse viewpoints and a more accurate representation of “the flow of communicability surrounding the topic” (Brown, 1993, p.92).   While participants would be able to disagree with statements, if viewpoints were omitted this may result in them having few or no items representing their beliefs with which to agree and, subsequently, may not feel sufficiently represented.  Watts and Stenner (2012) caution the researcher that it is important that a Q-set does not leave participants feeling ‘limited, restricted or frustrated by failures of balance and coverage’ (p.58).  Ultimately, however, Brown (1993) points out that irrespective of the structure and of what the researcher considers a balanced set of statements, it is the participant that gives meaning to the statements by sorting them.

3.6.4.2	Extraction of the Q-set

The larger concourse is represented then by the Q-sample, that is, the final collection of statements utilized in the Q-sort (Webler, Danielson and Tuler, 2009).  It is essential, therefore, that these reflect the different aspects and complexity of the concourse.   While not necessarily exhaustive, the aim is to select a set of statements from the concourse that are a representative miniature of it (Brown, 1980).   

The researcher has next to decide on the number of statements that will be contained in the Q-set together with the shape of the distribution although these will, to a greater extent, be dictated by the complexity of the research question (Amin 2000).  Typically the Q-set contains between 40 and 80 items (Curt, 1994; Stainton Rogers, 1995).  Kerlinger (1969) suggests that 60 to 90 is a good range, while Polit and Hungler (1999) indicate 60 to 100.  Watts and Stenner (2012) propose that these limits are ‘rules of thumb’ which are set for mainly pragmatic reasons (p.61).  Too few items can result in insufficient coverage of the research area and too many items become unwieldy and time consuming for the participants to sort.  The shape of the (forced) distribution is typically normally distributed (ten Klooster, Visser and de Jong, 2008), where there are just one or two items at the extremes (those with a high absolute score) with a gradual increase to 4 – 9 in the middle piles (those with a low absolute score).  However, Brown (1971) argues this is not necessary as resulting factors are not influenced by the distribution shape.  It was reassuring that the distribution shape and range are usually arbitrarily designed to accommodate the number of items (Addams, 2000) since no evidence could be found otherwise in the literature search.  

Having developed the concourse and now looking to reduce this down to the final Q-set, it was considered important to define the instruction that would be provided to the participants as part of the Q-sorting process.  This is commonly referred to as the ‘condition of instruction’ and needed to be borne in mind when reducing the number of sentences comprising the concourse.  It was essential that all the statements made sense in relation to this instruction.  The instruction provided to participants in this study prior to sorting was:

Here are ‘91’ statements describing early literacy development, assessment and intervention.  Please rank these from ‘Least Agree’ to ‘Most Agree’ according to how much YOU agree with these statements.  Please place one statement only in each cell.  You are able to move them around and change your mind.

The process of extracting the Q-sample from the concourse sentences was begun, as mentioned earlier, by sorting them into the categories of ‘beliefs’, ‘assessment’, ‘intervention’ and ‘role and understanding’.  Two professional EP colleagues also sorted the sentences independently to these categories.  Sentences with similar content were grouped allowing for removal of duplicates and rephrasing where necessary to broaden the semantic content and coverage, thus further reducing the number of statements (Watts and Stenner, 2012).  The statements were repeatedly checked to ensure a unique viewpoint represented the central themes and categories.  In this way the concourse was gradually pared down to a Q-sample of 91 statements.  One issue that arose during the discussion was the phrasing of statements within the categories, for example, when referring to ‘interventions’ it was agreed these statements should begin:   “I would … “to differentiate them from items that might be categorized under ‘beliefs’.  

The approach taken here is consistent with a ‘structured’ approach to the design of a Q-set (Watts and Stenner, 2012) as it facilitates a clear sense of system to a large set of data and appeals to the positivist aspect of the researcher’s epistemological position.  That is, the relevant subject matter is broken down into themes on the basis of a preconceived theory or observations during the research.  A ‘balanced block’ approach (Fisher, 1960; Stephenson, 1953; Brown, 1980) provided further structure and helped to ensure that the Q-set was balanced and representative (Watts and Stenner, 2012).   In a balanced block design parameters to the topic area under research are identified and labeled.  Items are then sorted within these parameters while ensuring an equal number are allocated to each category.   A structured Q-sample can provide the participant with a kind of ‘thought maze’ in that an attitude is held towards each statement that can ignore, reject or accept it (Du Plessis, 2005).  

One disadvantage of a structured approach is that the sample may not be representative of the subject area if the themes are poorly conceived or just reflect the researcher’s view.  The categories employed during and following the collection of the concourse were based on the author’s twenty years’ experience, first as a teacher and then an EP, of the debate (both practical and theoretical) around the teaching and learning of ‘beginning reading’ and early literacy skills.   Brown (1980) also emphasizes that the researcher has the opportunity to explicitly state his or her theoretical position through the application of a structured approach to the process of extracting the Q-sample thus subjective points of view are communicable.  Furthermore, it provides a formula for composing or replicating a sample of statements that is comprehensive should the Q-sort be repeated at a future time.  This was considered an important factor as it was feasible that the Q-set might be revisited at some point in the future to further explore any changes of view point to reflect the paradigm shift.

In order to ensure some face and content validity (Valenta and Wigger, 1997), the final 91 statements of the Q-sample were shared with the researcher’s supervisor at UEL and a further sample of three EPs, who could be described as subject experts, from the researcher’s local area.  Watts and Stenner (2012) point out that subject experts are generally best placed to comment authoritatively on the overall coverage of the Q-sample.    They were asked to check the statements for grammar, clarity, comparability and ratability.   Their suggestions were then used to modify statements to reflect appropriate terminology. For example, the statement:  

‘Dyslexia and literacy difficulties are different things, therefore, children with dyslexic type difficulties require different strategies from children who are having difficulty learning early literacy skills.’ 

was changed to:  

‘Children with dyslexic type difficulties require different strategies from children who are having difficulty learning early literacy skills.’  

The group were also asked if there were any statements they considered to be duplicated or missing.  While there was consensus that the Q-sample was comprehensive and no further additions could be thought of, there was discussion around some of the items that appeared very similar.  For example, the statement:  

‘My understanding of the elements of conceptual knowledge on which the word level of literacy learning is built informs my assessment.’  

sounds very similar to:

‘My understanding of the skills that comprise the word level of literacy learning is built informs my assessment.’

However, each represents a different and important aspect of teaching and assessing at the word level and it was agreed that both items should be retained.

The final 91 statements then fell under the broad headings of ‘beliefs’ (22 statements); ‘assessment’ (30 statements); ‘interventions’ (20 statements); and ‘role and understanding’ (18 statements).  Selection of this Q-sample was based on a subjective assessment and constructed to err on the side of over-inclusion. The number of statements comprising the Q-sort for the study is at the upper end of what is usually suggested in the research.  However, it was felt that EPs as professionals educated to post-graduate level, and who are likely to have experienced literacy referrals at some point in their careers, would be able to work with 91 statements.  Over-inclusion ensures the themes in the concourse are adequately represented in the Q-set whilst any problems arising from over-inclusion are ameliorated through the potential of Q-methodology.  Here redundant items are identified as part of the forced ranking process and can be placed in the middle or almost neutral reaction zone of the grid (Valenta and Wigger, 1997).  Watts and Stenner (2012) conclude that provided the Q-set is broadly representative of the research subject matter, the participant’s general position on the subject can be discerned from their engagement with, and desire to impose their viewpoint on, any set of items they are given. 
  
Having been finalised, the statements were numbered from 1 to 91 and printed in bold onto individual cards (Appendix 9a) for Q-sorting.  Watts and Stenner (2012) emphasise the importance of using card over paper as it is more robust, easier to handle and less likely to be accidently removed from the grid by a draft of air or the static of a woolen sleeve.  A quasi-normal 91 cell Q-sort distribution grid (Figure 6, p.88) was then created, similar to an inverted normal distribution curve, fewer statements can be placed at the extreme ends with increasingly more towards, then the most in, the middle.  Initially this comprised a 13-point (-6 to +6) scale as suggested by Brown (1980) for Q-sets of 60 items or above.   However, following an initial pilot sort, this was revised to a 15-point scale (-7 to +7) to maximize the number of discriminations for the 91 statements utilized in the Q-sort for this research, that is, the opportunities to sort cards at the extreme ends of the distribution.  This also facilitated a shallower or more flattened (platykurtic) distribution which is most appropriate where the participants are experts or knowledgeable about the topic area (Watts and Stenner, 2012).  In such distributions these participants are able to make more finely-grained discriminations at the extreme ends of the distribution which allows the researcher to take best advantage of the participants’ topic knowledge.

A Q-sort activity pack was prepared containing the ‘Q-sort Activity Instructions’ (Appendix 12a);  ‘Distribution Grid Headings’ (Appendix 13a);  the ‘Q-Sort Statements’ cut out and ready to use (Appendix 9a);  and a blank ‘Q-Sort Distribution Grid’ (Appendix 8a) where participants were able to record the matching item numbers illustrating their placement of the cards during the Q-sort activity.

The researcher and two other EPs piloted the data collection instrument checking for ease of completion, length of time required as well as clarity of statements and task instructions.  Some refinements were made to the instructions and it was agreed that it would be helpful to include a You Tube link showing an example of a Q-sort being carried out.  The rationale for this was that many of the EPs comprising the P-set would not be carrying out the Q-sort on a face-to-face basis when guidance and modeling could be provided.  Furthermore, some participants might prefer to see a Q-sort in progress and make a start on the activity then return to and read systematically through the instructions.  The feedback from the EPs also led to discussion around the shape of the distribution, for example, changing the one cell under ‘-7’ and ‘+7’ to two cells, and reducing the four cells under ‘-6’ and ‘+6’ to three cells thus graduating the distribution further.  However, it was agreed for the purposes of the current research that it would be helpful to identify the extreme views by obtaining one item each for ‘most agree’ and ‘least agree’.  Finally, the number of items came into question as the Q-sort took on average 45 minutes to complete.  Since it was not possible to identify any statements that could be removed without detracting from the comprehensiveness of the Q-sample, and alongside other comments that it was enjoyable and interesting, all 91 statements were retained.

Q-methodology is employed to identify differences and an outcome of the study could be that participants would sort the statements in similar ways and, statistically, present as sharing one viewpoint (factor).  While this would not be a problem, as it would be informative if the research provided evidence that EPs are consistent in their approach to literacy development, assessment and intervention, experience suggests this would be unlikely.  Furthermore, the three EPs carrying out the pilot Q-sort (which included myself) all sorted the sample with quite different priorities.



3.6.4.3	The Q-Sort Activity

The Q-sort activity (Figure 7, p.97) enables the subjectivity of the participants to be elicited and their impressions about the topic drawn (Stephenson, 1953).  It is through Q-sorting that factoring data are obtained (Brown, 1980) and a technique for the collection of qualitative data provided (Denzine, 1998).

The participants were asked at the start of the Q-sort activity to sort the statements based on the forced-choice condition of instruction (the exact wording is shown on p.90), that is, placing each card on the Q-sort grid in relation to how much they agreed or disagreed with the item.  The statements had to be sorted into the fixed 15-point quasi-normal curve structure grid, ranging in agreement from -7 (least agree) through ‘0’ (neutral) to +7 (most agree) until a quasi-normal distribution of 91 statements was produced.  This was judged to be fair reflection of the participants’ viewpoints.  The number of items to be placed under each category ‘-7’ to ‘7’ was explicitly stated in the ‘Q-Sort Activity Instructions’ (Appendix 12a);  on the distribution grid headings (Appendix 13a);  and also the ‘Q-Sort Distribution Grid and Feedback Questions’ (Appendix 8a).  


Figure 7:  A Q-sort taking place (Bradley, 2009)

The first section of the instructions directed the participants to the record sheets containing the distribution grid and feedback questions (Appendix 8a) to provide a visual model of the distribution.  They were then directed to the envelope containing the ‘Q-Sort Distribution Grid Headings’ so they might spread these across the top of the table or along the floor, from ‘-7’ to ‘+7’ from which to start the Q-sort.   Each card showed the category rating and the number of cards to place in that pile.  Participants were told not to be concerned with, or spend time puzzling over, the order of the cards placed vertically in these piles as it was the relative position of the horizontal placements that were important.  
	
The participants were then invited in the instructions to read through the statements to gain an impression of the range of opinion and subsequently to sort them into three piles (Watts and Stenner, 2012):  1) statements they most agreed with; 2) statements they least agreed with; and 3) those they felt indifferent, were unsure or had mixed feelings about and which could be placed in the middle of the distribution.  At this stage, they were advised that the piles could be of indeterminate size, as it was their opinion that was important rather than the number of statements (Parker and Alford, 2010).  The rationale for this sorting of three provisional piles was to provide a staged approach to the final construction, where progressively finer-grained value judgements would be required.  The participants were then asked to focus on sorting a single pile, beginning with the ‘most agree’ pile, and to put the other two piles to one side.   Since the Q-sample was large, it was suggested in the instructions that participants may find it helpful to sort the ‘most agree’ pile into a further three piles ‘most strongly agree’;  ‘strongly agree’;  and ‘least strongly agree’.  

Once the cells at the extreme end of the right-hand side were completed, participants were asked to turn to the pile containing the items they ‘least agreed’ with;  to sort these further into three sub piles if required; and sort them in the extreme left cells of the distribution, again working towards the centre, until no items were left.    

Finally, items in the ‘neutral’ pile were sorted at and around the centre of the grid in a ‘best fit’ distribution.  Through the instructions participants were reassured that they could move items around until they were satisfied with the resulting distribution.  They were also advised that there was no right or wrong way to complete the Q-sort as the priority was to draw out their subjective opinion.   

Participants recorded their responses on a grid representing the forced distribution, provided on the ‘Q-Sort Distribution Grid and Feedback Questions’ sheet (Appendix 8a), and were also asked to draw boundary lines to show the limit of the ‘most agree’ and ‘least agree’ items.   Webler, Danielson and Tuler (2009) point out that not all participants will perceive the middle of the distribution as zero salience.  Drawing boundary lines meant that the neutral items, which might not necessarily fall in the ‘0’ column, could be delineated and thus less likely to be confused with more strongly held views during qualitative analysis.    Figure 8 below shows a completed Q-sort distribution grid where each number mirrors the number of the corresponding statement and neutral items are outlined.  
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Figure 8.  An example of a completed Q-Sort Distribution Grid in this study

3.6.4.4.	Gathering of supporting information from participants

An important part of the Q-methodology procedure is the collection of information from the participants following the Q-sort activity to provide a more detailed understanding of the factors (Watts and Stenner, 2012).  Therefore, along the lines of Watts and Stenner (2005) and Purcell (2012), an open-ended post sorting questionnaire/ response booklet for feedback (Appendix 8a) was included in the pack for participants.  Questions explored the participants’ views about the Q-sort activity and their decision making process while sorting the cards.  Respondents were asked about their reasoning for placing items at the extreme end of the Q-sort and also at ‘0’.  Their views were also sought as to whether there were any items that should have been included that weren’t or, conversely, any items that were included that they felt were not necessary.  Finally, they were asked in the questionnaire if there were any statements they would like to comment on, for example, because they were not easy to understand, confusing or difficult to sort.  
Participants were asked in the activity instructions to complete the questionnaire in writing, following the Q-sort, and return it with the completed Q-sort distribution grid.  This was the same for both those who received the pack in the post and those who completed it while the researcher was present.  Face-to-face Q-sorts took place at UEL during a study day.  These participants were handed the Q-pack to complete independently in the same way as those who received it in the post.  Some qualitative remarks were noted as participants worked their way through the process and afterwards when they handed the completed sort back.  However, given the time constraints these respondents were working within, verbal feedback was limited to a few comments about the actual Q-sort activity itself.  

A polite reminder was sent via email to non-respondents, who had previously received their Q-pack through the post, following the return deadline.  The majority of these were returned via the internal post within the local authority while, those outside the researcher’s local authority were provided with stamped addressed envelopes for their return.  Postal Q-sorts are commonly employed because of their facility in reaching a wide geographical population and are not constrained by the time available to the researcher for this purpose.  They are evidenced in a wide range of studies in the research community and the absence of the researcher during the Q-sort has not been found to limit the process (Darwin and Campbell, 2009).

Within the Q-sort methodology, the initial analysis of the factor arrays begins after they have been extracted and with this grows an emerging sense of viewpoints.   Thus the factor arrays are approached on their own terms and the viewpoints established on this basis.  The qualitative data gathered from responses to the six feedback questions were, therefore, read after the initial analysis was complete.  This was to avoid any possible effect of researcher expectation and preconception that could arise from reading the responses before the initial analysis and criticism of bias.  As the factor arrays were revealed, the comments from the participants loading onto them were referred to during the analysis stage and considered during interpretation. This information fed into the qualitative data. 

3.6.4.5.	Analysis of the Q-sort data

The final part of the Q-methodology procedure is the data analysis and interpretation and this is reported in the ‘Results’ chapter.

3.7	Ethical Considerations

This research carried out with regard to the research guidelines published by the British Psychological Society (eg:  BPS, 2008; 2009; 2010a; 2010b) and the Health Professional Council (eg:  HPC, 2008; 2009; 2010).  The research was mindful of the importance of following the main principles of research ethics:

3.7.1	Ethical approval

Ethical clearance for this research was given through the University of East London Ethics Committee and their guidelines have been followed (Appendix 14).

3.7.2	Protection of Participants

Participants were emailed an information sheet (Appendix 10a) making clear that their participation was entirely voluntary.  This document also informed them of their right to withdraw from the research at any time should they so wish, without giving an explanation and without detriment to themselves.





3.7.3	Informed Consent

A record of consent was obtained from each participant in the study (Appendix 11a) before their participation.  They were informed of what the study was about and what their involvement would entail via the participant information sheet (Appendix 10a) attached to the consent form (Appendix 11a).   The contact information of the researcher was clearly shown and participants invited to seek clarification from the researcher on any issue, if required.   Participants were also told about how the data would be used and reported on.

3.7.4	Anonymity and confidentiality

Participants were assured that all information would be treated with the strictest of confidence and that they would not be identifiable.  Furthermore, the anonymised data from the research would be destroyed at the end of the project.

3.8	Summary

This chapter explained Q-methodology, a mixed methods approach to the systematic study of subjectivity, and its operationalization in the context of this research.   An in depth guide to the preparation of statements representing the flow of communicability about beginning literacy/reading from both the whole language/mixed methods (old paradigm) and synthetic phonic (new paradigm) approaches, was provided.  The procedure for the collection and analysis of the qualitative and quantitative data, collected from the sorting of these statements by 48 EPs to identify the dominant factors or world views about beginning literacy/reading, was also described in detail.   The next chapter reports the results.  






CHAPTER 4RESULTS


4.1	Overview of the Results Chapter

This chapter presents the results of the study. The stages and instruments/ measures of Q-methodology have been described in the previous Methods Chapter.   The first section here (4.2) discusses the response rate for the Q-sort activity.   Data obtained from these responses is presented in quantitative and then qualitative form as follows.  

The quantitative data is presented in 4.3.  This section outlines the data collection and analysis (4.3).  While the statistics for the current study were computed using a software package, a description of the factor rotation and extraction process is included (4.3.1) to aid interpretation.  Subsequently, statistical analysis of the extracted factors is set out under 4.3.2.  Finally, the quantitative data section is summarised at 4.3.3. 

Section 4.4 presents the qualitative data, beginning with an outline of the process of data construction and interpretation.   The extracted factors, that is the dominant EP viewpoints about early literacy development, assessment and intervention, are described separately under 4.4.1.  Information collected from the feedback question sheets about participants’ experiences, which informed the strengths and limitations of the study, is summarised in Section 4.5

Finally, summary comments for the results section as a whole are provided in 4.6.




4.2	Response Rate for Q-Sort Activity

Fifty-four Q-sort packs were distributed altogether (either face-to-face, via email or post) and 48 completed ‘Q-sort Distribution Grid and Feedback Questions’ (Appendix 8a) response sheets were returned by the deadline.   This gave an 88% return which was reassuring as response rates of 50% and below are reported to be common within Q-methodology studies given the labour-intensive nature of this method (Farrimond, Joffeb and Stenner, 2010).  However, the fact that participant responses can be low does not bias Q-methodology.  Valenta and Wigger (1997) make the point that the primary purpose of Q-methodology is not to identify the proportional distribution of a typology, i.e. how many people think what, but rather to reveal subjective perspectives across individuals.

The number of participants or ‘person-sample’ depends on the nature and purpose of the Q-study (McKeown and Thomas, 1988, p.37).  The intensive person-sample typically comprises one to 30 participants who sort the Q-sort statements under many conditions of instruction. This research employed an ‘extensive person-sample’, where many participants carry out the Q-sort under an identical condition of instruction.    A greater number of participants are required in order to establish stability in the resulting factor structure and thus facilitate the comparison of one factor with another.  The number of participants (n=48) in this study who returned a Q-sort fell within the range of 40 to 60 described as adequate for this purpose by Brown (1980).

4.3  	Collection, analysis and presentation of quantitative data.

To remind the reader, 48 EPs had been asked to sort statements about early literacy teaching, assessment and intervention, according to how much they agreed or disagreed with them.  This Q-sort data was entered into PCQ for Windows (Stricklin and Almeida, 2001).  This statistics software was chosen over the more widely and freely available PQ Method as PCQ is able to accommodate more Q-Sort columns (in this case, 15, +7 to -7 compared to a maximum of 13, +6 to -6 for PQ).     This enabled a by-person factor analysis to be carried out on the entire Q-sorts so that the degree of similarity and dissimilarity in points of view between individual Q-sorters (EP participants) could be indicated.  As part of this process each Q-sort is intercorrelated with every other sort to create a correlation matrix that represents the level of agreement and disagreement between the sorts or points of view between individual Q-sorters (Appendix 15).  The matrix is then subjected to a factor analysis in order to identify Q-sorts or attitudinal groupings (factors) loaded by comparably sorted Q-sorts (ten Klooster, Visser & de Jong, 2008).  Kline (1994) defines a factor as:  “a dimension or construct which is a condensed statement of the relationships between a set of variables” (p.5). The number of factors extracted is dependent on the variability in the Q-sorts.  Neither the number of factors nor what structure they will reveal is known to the researcher prior to the factor analysis (Brown, 1980).

In keeping with common practice in Q-methodology, centroid factor analysis was employed in the current study to find associations among the different Q-sorts (Brown 1980).   Watts & Stenner (2012, p.99) describe this method as being the oldest factor extraction technique and, given its sound theoretical underpinnings and permissiveness in relation to data exploration (through rotation), is also the most highly regarded approach within Q-methodology.  The next section describes the process of extraction and rotation of factors in relation to the statements describing EPs perceptions of early literacy development, assessment and intervention. 

4.3.1  	The process of extracting and rotating factors.   

The Kaiser-Guttman criterion was used to inform how many factors to extract from the data and how many to retain in the final set (Watts & Stenner, 2012).  The Kaiser-Guttman criterion states that only factors with an eigenvalue (or ‘characteristic values’) of 1.00 or greater are retained (McKeown & Thomas, 1988; Stainton Rogers & Stainton Rogers, 1990; Watts & Stenner, 2012).  Those with less that this amount are regarded as insignificant because they would account for less study variance than a single Q-sort (Brown, 1980; Watts & Stenner, 2012).  The variance accounted for by a particular factor can be calculated by dividing the eigenvalue by the number of participants and multiplying the result by 100.  On a critical note, and while proceeding with the criterion with this in mind, it was acknowledged that in the context of larger data sets, use of the Kaiser-Guttman criterion can result in an overly large number of factors (Watts & Stenner, 2012).  This did not prove to be the case within the results of the current research as only five factors or overall points of view/gestalts about the early development of literacy, assessment and intervention arising from the EP sample were extracted. This was despite initial attempts to extract nine and then seven factors using the PCQ statistical software package (see below).

A second standard requirement is that an interpretable Q methodological factor must ordinarily have at least two Q sorts that load significantly on it alone and such significantly loading Q sorts are called ‘factor exemplars’.  In effect, the Q sorts of all participants that load significantly on a given factor are merged together. This will yield a single (factor exemplifying) Q sort that serves as an interpretable ‘best-estimate’ of the pattern or item configuration which characterizes that factor (Brown, 1980).  

To begin the process of quantitative data analysis, and because of the large number of statements (91) and sample size (48 Q-sorts), the default number of nine factors were selected for extraction in PCQ from the correlation matrix.  The extraction of nine factors was not accepted as none of these were loaded on significantly by any of the Q-sorts.   Brown (1980) who argues for the application of the ‘feel and experience’ of the researcher suggests that seven is generally a suitable figure from which to start.  When seven factors were extracted only five were loaded on significantly by any of the Q-sorts.  As such, five factors (or perspectives) were extracted and this was found to be the best solution from a statistical perspective.

Having made a decision concerning the number of factors to retain for analysis, factor solutions were generated by rotation within the PCQ statistical package.  By rotating the factors, the spheres of opinion are muddled about allowing them to be examined from different angles. This results in a mathematically equivalent, but representationally different, coordinate axes for the same vector space.  The observed data is constant but viewed from different theoretical angles (Perritore, 1989).  Each resulting factor represents a group of individual points of view that are highly correlated with each other and uncorrelated with others.

Factor solutions were then generated for the extracted five factors by rotation using the varimax procedure within PCQ for Windows.  Watts and Stenner (2012) record two rotation procedures.  The first, is a by-hand technique (or a judgemental rotation), where the researcher manually rotates the factors and decides where each one should be ultimately positioned based on an a priori theory, postulate or the researcher’s substantive knowledge (Brown, 1980).  A criticism is that any derived factor solutions may reflect the researcher’s own understanding of the situation under research rather than the reality (Watts & Stenner, 2012).  The second approach is the varimax rotation procedure which is integral to the PCQ statistical programme.  The factors are automatically rotated and positioned according to statistical criteria so that the factors, taken together, account for as much variance in the study as possible.  It thus prioritises the influence of the participant group on the factor structure and attempts to load a small number of cases highly onto each factor, which in turns enhances the interpretability of the results (Brown, 1980).   Advantages of the PCQ varimax procedure are that it can be used more effectively with large data sets and is viewed as objective and reliable within the research community (Watts and Stenner, 2012).  Having taken an inductive approach to the Q-methodological analysis, and let the data take the lead with regard to factor extraction, it was decided to continue along these lines in relation to the rotation of the five extracted factors using varimax and thus let the PCQ statistical package provide the objective mathematical solution.    

The function of the varimax rotation method to maximise the variance explained can be subject to criticism because solutions tend to be driven by the surface features of the data set (Brown and Robyn, 2004;  Watts and Stenner, 2012).  Being ‘drawn towards the crowds’ (Watts and Stenner, 2012, p.125) can mean that ‘beneath the surface features’ (p.126) are overlooked.  Despite this criticism, it was decided to continue with the varimax procedure because the data set was large and the majority viewpoints of the group of EPs (rather than individuals) about the early development of literacy, assessment and intervention, was important in this research.   This decision finds support with Watts and Stenner (2012) who state that, on such a basis, varimax can prove helpful in guiding the researcher ‘automatically to a very workable factor solution’ (p.125).  They continue that both varimax and hand rotation are not usually undertaken and, since there was no theoretical justification for judgemental rotation in the current study, the decision was taken not to hand rotate the data.  

The end point of the statistical analysis is reached when each of the selected factors is represented by its own best-estimate Q sort pattern or ‘factor array’ (Farrimond, Joffeb and Stenner, 2010).   Watts and Stenner (2012) describe a factor array as:  “a single Q sort configured to represent the viewpoint of a particular factor” (p.140).  This is achieved through merging the factor loadings (the correlations between a factor itself and the Q-sorts loading onto that factor) using weighted scores (Z-scores) method.  Higher loading exemplars (Q-sorts that load significantly on a factor alone) are given more weight in the merger.  Q-sorts which load significantly on two or more factors (confounded) are excluded from this weighted averaging procedure (Watts and Stenner, 2005).   The Z-scores are rank ordered, converted back to the values of the original scale (‘-7’ to ‘+7’) and presented in the same distribution used in the original data collection (Watts and Stenner, 2012).   Consequently, each factor looks like a Q-sort and contains all the Q-items (Cahill, 2001).  The factor arrays or factor-exemplifying Q-sorts for each of the five Q-sorts extracted in this study are presented in Appendix 16.

Watts and Stenner (2012) remind the researcher that it is unlikely that a participant Q-sort will share a factor’s viewpoint absolutely.  They continue, however, that Stephenson (1936) developed Q-methodology to facilitate a gestalt form of data collection and to establish a whole viewpoint.

The PCQ software identifies individual Q-sorts that have loaded highly onto one factor.  Comfrey’s (1973) scale defines loadings greater than 0.65 as very good and less that 0.35 as poor (Cahill, 2001).  Table 5 shows EP participants who can be described as having a common viewpoint or frame of reference about early literacy development, assessment and intervention.  The highest loading onto a particular factor means that participant’s Q-sort is the most representative of that factor.  For example, participant 12 loaded onto Factor A at 0.90 meaning that this participant’s Q-sort was more representative of Factor A than participant 20 who loaded onto the factor at 0.84.

Dominant opinions, or factor arrays, cluster around the sample (Perittore, 1989).  Participants loading on other factors will have different views and by rotating factors separate gestalts result so that various combinations of statements emerge, each providing shared examples of different experiences (Watts and Stenner, 2005, in Parker and Alford, 2010).  Normally, research using a Q-sort will result in two to five social perspectives (Webler, Danielson and Tuter, 2009).  Once each factor is represented by its own characteristic Q-sort, the statistical analysis is complete.  The factor arrays, or best estimate Q-sorts, are then able to be interpreted (Watts and Stenner, 2005).  The factor arrays for the five factors in the current study are shown below in Table 6.

4.3.2	Statistical analysis of extracted factors.

The five extracted factors accounted for 19 Q-sorts and 49% of the variance.  Of the 91 statements around early literacy development, assessment and intervention there was no one statement that every EP participant agreed upon (although some consensus items across the factors were noted, see p.141 for explanation and example).  Within the sample of 48 EPs, the views of 29 did not load on one factor over another.  

Table 5 shows the loadings of significant Q-sorts onto each of the five factors.  None of the Q-sorters loaded significantly onto more than one factor.  Factor A is exemplified by Q-sorter 12; factor B is exemplified by Q-sorter 48; factor C is exemplified by Q-sorter 7; factor D is exemplified by Q-sorter 40; and factor E by Q-sorter 43.




Table 5: Factor Loadings for the accounts of ‘EPs’ Perceptions of Early Literacy Development, Assessment and Intervention’.


SorterNumber	FactorA	FactorB	FactorC	FactorD	FactorE
12  	0.90				
20  	0.84				
25  	0.62				
26  	0.78				
34  	0.76				
4  	0.73				
42  	0.76				
8  	0.75				
9  	0.57				
48  		0.64			
39  		0.63			
28 		0.55			
24 		0.47			
45  		0.35			
7  			0.56		
31  			0.46		
40  				0.59	
36  				0.53	
43  					0.44


As discussed earlier, significant loadings onto factors are merged to make a composite factor array.  Table 6 shows the composite factor arrays.  Under each of the ‘Factor’ column headings is a list of numbers (positive, negative preceded by ‘-’ and ‘0’) which reflects the position of the Q-sort item on the Q-sort grid.



On the following five pages are the 91 statements and the factor arrays for the five factors in the current study.
Table 6.  The factor arrays for the five factors in the current study and factor Q-sort values for each statement (distinguishing items in bold).

Item Number and Wording	Factor Arrays
	A	B	C	D	E
Items 1 - 13 are categorised as ‘Beliefs with a poor or no evidence base’
1	Phonics has become an overriding approach to developing children’s reading skills to the detriment of other approaches.	-4	2	-4	2	-1
2	Children must be allowed to develop reading at their own pace.	-2	2	-2	-3	5
3	The majority of children leave primary school with adequate literacy skills.	-2	-5	-1	0	7
4	Children with dyslexic type difficulties require different strategies to children who are having difficulty learning early literacy skills.	-5	-5	-4	1	-2
5	There are too many words that are not phonically decodable using a synthetic phonic approach therefore children need to be taught words as a whole, ie, sight words.	-4	2	-1	-2	5
6	Children need to develop a love of books.	0	4	-4	0	0
7	It is necessary to cater for different learning styles when teaching children early literacy skills (for example, teaching sight words for those with a visual learning style).	-5	1	2	0	3
8	Children have an innate ability to learn to read in the same way that learning to speak is a natural part of child development.	-6	-3	-4	-2	0
9	The way early literacy skills are taught in schools is sufficient for the majority of children so it is just pupils with learning difficulties who don’t make progress.	-3	-6	-2	-3	3
10	Phonics is just part of a balanced approach to the teaching of reading at the early stages.	-2	4	1	7	2
11	A child’s ability to learn to decode and encode words is dependent on their comprehension skills.	-6	-4	-7	-7	2
12	Word reading involves rapid and automatic mapping of letter strings on to the most likely pronunciation.	4	0	0	-6	2
13	Unlike fluent readers, poor readers require contextual information as a compensatory strategy in assisting word recognition.	-3	0	3	1	-4
Items 12 – 23 are categorised as ‘Beliefs with some or a strong evidence base’.
14	Even if children develop language innately that doesn’t mean to say they will learn to read innately.	5	2	1	2	3
15	Accurate and fluent word decoding may be better regarded as the fundamental sub-skill required for later efficient reading for interest and information.	6	1	3	2	-3
16	Skilled and fluent readers make little use of contextual cues in word reading other than to clarify the intended meaning when the same spelling has more than one possible sound.	2	-2	1	-6	-1
17	The proposal that reading is accomplished through a combination of cueing strategies, for which learners may have a preference, deflects from the centrality of word decoding in the reading process.	4	-1	-3	-5	1
18	The teaching of reading should be sound based not meaning based for beginner readers.	4	-2	-3	-4	-4
19	The ‘searchlights’ or multi-cueing method has not been useful in the teaching of early reading skills for the majority of children.	0	0	0	-4	-1
20	Children have an innate ability to learn language comprehension	1	-2	4	5	1
21	Teachers should provide a single consistent approach, rather than a ‘mix and match’ of strategies, when considering learning content for children requiring intervention.	3	-4	-6	-2	-1
22	Dyslexia (in the sense of a serious difficulty with reading and spelling at the word level) can be prevented by good teaching.	2	-1	0	-5	-3
23	Progress in literacy acquisition is dependent on ongoing assessment linked with appropriate learning opportunities.	4	3	4	1	-1
Items 24 – 43 are categorised as ‘Interventions’.
24	I would emphasise activities such as rhyming and alliteration to facilitate children’s reading skills.	-2	1	2	-1	-2
25	I would advise teachers to mix and match strategies to suit a child’s learning style.	-4	3	0	0	1
26	I would encourage the Class Teacher to supplement text decoding with appropriate pictorial / graphical / grammatical cues.	-5	1	0	6	5
27	EP recommendations in literacy interventions should be linked to an evidence base.	6	6	5	2	6
28	I would advise that children need to be taught to systematically track through the word from left to right, both visually and auditorally	5	1	0	2	-1
29	I would recommend an intervention that teaches reading and writing as reversible functions.	5	-3	-1	-3	-2
30	I would recommend direct instruction around skills of segmenting and blending.	6	-2	6	4	2
31	I see the importance of teaching letter sound correspondences.	5	2	4	6	2
32	I feel confident in my knowledge base of evidence based literacy interventions to advise schools on strategies for children who are not making progress with literacy.	3	2	-4	1	0
33	I would emphasise the importance of interleaved learning.	3	-1	5	2	2
34	I have recommend Letters & Sounds as an intervention for children with delayed literacy skills.	-2	-2	-1	0	1
35	I would advise precision teaching of sight words as whole words.	-1	5	3	3	-5
36	I would recommend that children be encouraged to combine all the cueing systems in reading, ie pictures, sentence and context cues, explicitly combining contextual/linguistic cues with phonic skills.	-6	5	1	4	0
37	I would link recommendations back to what programmes the school are using.	-1	1	-3	0	-6
38	When talking about doing something new, schools say they can’t because they don’t have the resources.	-1	0	-2	-4	-2
39	Interventions should provide a good balance of fun activities alongside the core synthetic phonic teaching to be effective.	1	3	-1	6	2
40	I would encourage teachers to link whole word learning to learning topic words.	-3	3	6	4	1
41	I would recommend a cumulative, systematic phonic approach to the teaching of early literacy skills.	7	0	2	1	1
42	I would recommend tasks that take away the literacy load.	0	3	3	-2	3
43	I would want to explore precision teaching to show small steps of progress.	2	4	5	3	1
Items 44 – 73 are categorised as ‘Assessment behaviour’.
44	Standardised tests do not tend to throw any light on where the gaps are in the child’s learning.	-1	1	-1	-6	-3
45	My understanding of the elements of conceptual knowledge on which the Word Level of literacy learning is built informs my assessment.	3	-3	-2	0	-3
46	My understanding of the skills that comprise the Word Level of literacy learning informs my assessment when exploring literacy difficulties.	5	-1	2	2	0
47	I feel confident in assessing literacy difficulties.	4	3	0	6	1
48	It would be important to administer a battery of tests of phonological skills.	1	-1	-1	4	0
49	I would administer a basic test of the student’s knowledge of sound/letter correspondences to inform intervention.	6	0	-2	-1	-1
50	It can be difficult distinguishing instructional casualties from children who have literacy difficulties arising from within child factors.	0	0	1	-3	0
51	The government’s proposed phonic screening check for six year olds will be helpful to EPs when exploring gaps in learning.	2	0	0	1	-2
52	It is important to consult with parents to discover their overall concerns when assessing children with literacy difficulties.	1	5	7	1	6
53	I would observe the pupil in a reading intervention session as part of an assessment for literacy difficulties.	0	0	4	-1	4
54	I find the SATs provides a useful tool to identify the gaps in a pupil’s literacy learning.	-3	-5	-3	-2	-4
55	When a child is referred with literacy difficulties, I would explore whether there had been appropriate learning opportunities.	4	7	5	4	5
56	During consultation, following a referral for a child with literacy difficulties, I would want to explore any emotional, self-esteem issues as causal factors.	-1	4	6	3	6
57	I would carry out (protected) word reading and spelling tests.	1	-3	0	1	4
58	I would be confident in providing a diagnosis of dyslexia.	-1	-1	-5	2	3
59	I would carry out an assessment of the student’s ability to comprehend spoken instructions.	0	0	2	4	5
60	Where a pupil is referred with delayed literacy skills, I would explore appropriate learning opportunities with the school to find out what is working for the school.	0	6	6	-1	3
61	I would carry out a cognitive assessment when responding to a referral for a child with literacy difficulties as it would add an extra dimension.	-5	-5	1	5	0
62	Dyslexia screening tests are useful in helping to diagnose literacy difficulties to inform interventions.	-3	-3	-3	3	-5
63	The BAS/WORD reading tests help to identify the gaps in reading instruction to inform intervention strategies.	-2	-6	-5	0	-6
64	There are tools we can use to diagnose dyslexia.	-4	-3	-5	3	-3
65	I would carry out a dynamic assessment to get a feel for the pupil’s approach to mediation, eg, impulsivity, frustration.	0	5	0	-1	4
66	The Local Authority Psychology Service use a consultation model which helps me to fit in with what the school is already doing.	1	5	1	0	-1
67	EPs do not need to be involved in the assessment of literacy difficulties.	-3	-4	-2	-5	0
68	 I am often asked to diagnose dyslexia.	1	-2	4	5	6
69	Looking at the difference between intelligence (through psychometrics) and a child’s attainment scores helps me to identify a child’s potential for learning to read/spell. 	-6	-5	2	-3	-3
70	Looking at the difference between intelligence (through psychometrics) and a child’s actual achievement allows me to identify why a child has literacy difficulties.	-7	-7	-3	-1	-2
71	I would be interested to explore any discrepancies between ability and literacy skills.	-5	-6	3	3	2
72	If schools want an EP assessment they can buy it in.	-1	4	2	-1	-6
73	I am limited by what I can do in the time dictated by a time allocation model.	1	0	-2	-3	4
Items 74 – 91 are categorised as ‘Role and understanding’.
74	EPs do not need to know about the minutiae of how to teach reading.	-4	-1	1	-5	-2
75	The current government’s core criteria for the teaching of reading has a strong evidence base.	2	-4	-2	0	-7
76	I have a good understanding of the research base that informs the most effective teaching methods of early literacy skills.	3	3	-5	0	-4
77	I am not familiar with the Simple View of reading.	-1	2	1	-3	3
78	The Simple View of Reading is a useful model with which to conceptualise reading.	3	-1	0	-1	0
79	I would not typically become involved with a child with literacy difficulties alone.	-2	6	3	-6	-4
80	I would tell teaching staff if the strategies they were using to teach early literacy skills were not evidenced based.	2	6	-1	-2	-5
81	I have a clear understanding of appropriate learning opportunities for teaching at the word level.	3	1	-6	5	-4
82	I have recommend Letters & Sounds as an intervention for children with delayed literacy skills.	-2	-3	-1	-2	0
83	When children don’t learn to read EPs can become involved in pathologising.	0	-4	-6	-4	4
84	Other ‘specialist teacher’ teams, not EP team, will go in when a pupil is referred for literacy difficulties.	1	2	4	3	-5
85	I have not kept up to date with literacy interventions.	-3	-6	2	-5	1
86	I find it does not work just to advise schools what to do.	0	1	-3	-2	-1
87	EPs do not have a role in the teaching and learning of literacy.	-4	-2	-5	-4	-5
88	I don’t think specialist dyslexia teachers should be necessary since teachers should have the skills and knowledge to teach early literacy skills.	2	-4	3	-4	-6
89	I would feel confident to challenge schools that are seeking dyslexia assessments.	2	4	5	-1	-2
90	I would  feel confident to use the term ‘dyslexic’.	-1	-1	-4	1	4
91	I would feel confident acting as a specialist witness in a tribunal around a pupil with dyslexia.	0	-2	-6	5	-3


4.3.2.1	Distinguishing items / statements

The items that define or distinguish a factor are those that have a significantly different placing on the Q-grid in relation to any other placing on any other factor.  For example, in Table 6 (above) it can be seen that Q-item 7 has been placed at -5 for factor A, in factors B, C, D and E it has been placed at 1, 2, 0 and 3 respectively.  Q-item 7, therefore, can be described as one of the Q-items that define factor A.   A significant difference between the Q-sort items across factors is said to exist when the score differs by 3 or more on a continuum of -5 to +5 Cahill (2001).  The scale used here is -7 to +7 and the defining items were identified as statistically significant and selected through the PCQ software method when the scores differed by 4 or more.   The distinguishing Q-sort positions are emboldened under each of the factor headings in Table 6 (above) and, for ease of reading, are grouped and re-presented by individual factor as Tables 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11 (below).  A minus number means ‘least agree’ with the statement while a positive number means ‘most agree’.

The quantitative data for the five extracted factors is now set out below.  Verbal labels are given to the factors during interpretation at 4.4.1, p.125, where information obtained from the crib sheets for the extracted factors (Appendix 17, p.258) is also utilised to provide a richer picture of the worldviews.
4.3.2.2	Factors’ eigenvalues, variance and distinguishing items

Factor A   With an eigenvalue of 9.71, Factor A accounted for 20% of the variance and 12 items distinguished it from all the other factors.  These items are shown below in numerical order of statement in Table 7.    (Rankings for factor A are emboldened and shown alongside factors, B, C, D and E for ease of comparison.)

Table 7.  Distinguishing items for factor A.
Item Number and Wording	Factor Arrays
	A	B	C	D	E
7	It is necessary to cater for different learning styles when teaching children early literacy skills (for example, teaching sight words for those with a visual learning style).	-5	1	2	0	3
18	The teaching of reading should be sound based not meaning based for beginner readers.	4	-2	-3	-4	-4
21	Teachers should provide a single consistent approach, rather than a ‘mix and match’ of strategies, when considering learning content for children requiring intervention.	3	-4	-6	-2	-1
25	I would advise teachers to mix and match strategies to suit a child’s learning style.	-4	3	0	0	1
26	I would encourage the Class Teacher to supplement text decod-ing with appropriate pictorial / graphical / grammatical cues.	-5	1	0	6	5
29	I would recommend an intervention that teaches reading and writing as reversible functions.	5	-3	-1	-3	-2
35	I would advise precision teaching of sight words as whole words.	-1	5	3	3	-5
36	I would recommend that children be encouraged to combine all the cueing systems in reading, ie pictures, sentence and context cues, explicitly combining contextual/linguistic cues with phonic skills.	-6	5	1	4	0
40	I would encourage teachers to link whole word learning to learning topic words.	-3	3	6	4	1
41	I would recommend a cumulative, systematic phonic approach to the teaching of early literacy skills.	7	0	2	1	1
49	I would administer a basic test of the student’s knowledge of sound/letter correspondences to inform intervention.	6	0	-2	-1	-1
83	When children don’t learn to read EPs can become involved in pathologising.	0	-4	-6	-4	4
Factor B   This factor had an eigenvalue of 5.79 and accounted for 12% of the variance.  Four items distinguished factor B from all other factors.  (Table 8 - rankings for factor B are emboldened and shown alongside the italicised rankings for factors, A, C, D and E.)

Table 8  Distinguishing Items for factor B.  

	Factor Arrays
Item Number and Wording	A	B	C	D	E
6	Children need to develop a love of books.	0	4	-4	0	0
30	I would recommend direct instruction around skills of segmenting and blending.	6	-2	6	4	2
66	The LA Psychology Service use a consultation model which helps me to fit in with what the school is already doing.	1	5	1	0	-1
80	I would tell teaching staff if the strategies they were using to teach early literacy skills were not evidenced based.	2	6	-1	-2	-5


Factor C    Factor C had an eigenvalue of 3.90 and accounted for 8% of the variance.  The 5 items that distinguished Factor C from all other factors are shown in Table 9 with rankings emboldened in column 3 of the Factor Arrays. 

Table 9.  Distinguishing items for factor C.

Item Number and Wording	Factor Arrays
	A	B	C	D	E
6	Children need to develop a love of books.	0	4	-4	0	0
32	I feel confident in my knowledge base of evidence based literacy interventions to advise schools on strategies for children who are not making progress with literacy.	3	2	-4	1	0
58	I would be confident in providing a diagnosis of dyslexia.	-1	-1	-5	2	3
90	I would feel confident to use the term ‘dyslexic’.	-1	-1	-4	1	4
91	I would feel confident acting as a specialist witness in a tribunal around a pupil with dyslexia.	0	-2	-6	5	-3

Factor D   With an eigenvalue of 2.98, this factor accounted for 6% of the variance.  Seven items distinguished factor D from all other factors.  These statements are shown below in Table 10.   Rankings are emboldened and shown alongside the italicised rankings of other factors.

Table 10.  Distinguishing items for factor D.

Item Number and Wording	Factor Arrays
	A	B	C	D	E
10	Phonics is just part of a balanced approach to the teaching of reading at the early stages.	-2	4	1	7	2
12	Word reading involves rapid and automatic mapping of letter strings on to the most likely pronunciation.	4	0	0	-6	2
16	Skilled and fluent readers make little use of contextual cues in word reading other than to clarify the intended meaning when the same spelling has more than one possible sound.	2	-2	1	-6	-1
61	I would carry out a cognitive assessment when responding to a referral for a child with literacy difficulties as it would add an extra dimension.	-5	-5	1	5	0
62	Dyslexia screening tests are useful in helping to diagnose literacy difficulties to inform interventions.	-3	-3	-3	3	-5
64	There are tools we can use to diagnose dyslexia.	-4	-3	-5	3	-3
91	I would feel confident acting as a specialist witness in a tribunal around a pupil with dyslexia.	0	-2	-6	5	-3

Factor E   Table 11 below shows the distinguishing statements for factor E with rankings for this factor emboldened and displayed in the fifth column.  Other factor rankings are shown in italics to aid comparison.  Factor E has an eigenvalue of 1.45 and accounted for 3% of the total variance.  






Table 11.  Distinguishing items for factor E.

Item Number and Wording	Factor Arrays
	A	B	C	D	E
9	The way early literacy skills are taught in schools is sufficient for the majority of children so it is just pupils with learning difficulties who don’t make progress.	-3	-6	-2	-3	3
11	A child’s ability to learn to decode and encode words is dependent on their comprehension skills.	-6	-4	-7	-7	2
15	Accurate and fluent word decoding may be better regarded as the fundamental sub-skill required for later efficient reading for interest and information.	6	1	3	2	-3
35	I would advise precision teaching of sight words as whole words.	-1	5	3	3	-5
72	If schools want an EP assessment they can buy it in.	-1	4	2	-1	-6
83	When children don’t learn to read EPs can become involved in pathologising.	0	-4	-6	-4	4
84	Other ‘specialist teacher’ teams, not EP team, will go in when a pupil is referred for literacy difficulties.	1	2	4	3	-5

As the number of defining statements identified for factors B, C and D was relatively small, and in order to expand the quantitative data and facilitate a more holistic interpretation, crib sheets were also prepared for each of the factors (Appendix 17).   Firstly developed by Watts (2001), the crib sheet helps the researcher interpret the factors in a holistic way, ensuring nothing obvious is missed and assists in the organisation of the data to aid the interpretative process.  The crib sheet is created for each factor by attending to the relative item rankings in Table 6.  It contains four basic categories for each factor:  items given the highest ranking (+7 and +6 for this data); items ranked higher than other factors; items ranked lower than other factors; and items given the lowest ranking (-6 and -7 for this data).  Equal or tied highest and lowest ranking are also included in the crib sheet (Watts and Stenner, 2012).   

Tables (7, 8, 9, 10 and 11) above then show the distinguishing items for each of the factors (A, B, C, D and E).   These will form the basis of the qualitative interpretation in Section 4.4.1 ‘Factor interpretation’ within the qualitative data section that follows.  Further verification will be sought through the crib sheets for the factors (Appendix 17) as well as the written feedback responses (Appendix 18) for participants who have loaded significantly on the factor being interpreted.  

4.3.3	Quantitative Data Summary

In Section 4.3 the process of extraction and rotation in relation to the Q-sort data for the participant EPs’ views of early literacy development, assessment and intervention, was described and the quantitative data presented.  The next section (4.4) outlines the process of interpretation and presents the qualitative data.

4.4	Factor Interpretation and Qualitative Data Presentation.

In the final stage of the Q-study, similarities and differences among the resulting factors are interpreted.  The particular patterning of items forming the factor arrays are interpreted and reconstructed to provide the shared subjective viewpoint or gestalt (Parker and Alford, 2010).   This overall gestalt cannot be reduced further as, central to Q-methodology, it provides the general outline of the thinking of participants with a particular perception, that is, an integration of statements into overall viewpoints rather than isolated, independent events (Brown, 2003).    The factor arrays presented in Appendix 16 indicate where each statement was placed on the Q-sort grid with regard to the subjective perception of the separate groups, known as factors A, B, C, D and E.   The placing of statements as members of specific groups are not indicated as some participants may not share the same feeling as the factor indicates. (For example, two EPs whose Q-sorts load significantly onto the same factor – say, an overall point of view that favours “Direct Instruction at the Word Level” – may not share the same feeling about statement 50 concerning the ease of distinguishing ‘instructional casualties’ from effects of within child variables on early literacy development.)

In order to understand and interpret each exemplar then, it is necessary to refer back to the statements in their totality.   Distinguishing statements, that define the uniqueness of each factor compared with other factors, provide the basis for interpretation of the identified factor.  Of particular interest are statements with extreme scores at either end of the sorting continuum as they most define likes and dislikes of participants loaded on each factor (Valenta & Wigger, 1997). These characterising statements are used to produce a first description of the composite point of view represented by the factor (Van Exel, 2005).  While distinguishing items define the uniqueness of each factor, consensus statements are ranked or valued in the same way across factors (Brown, 1997) and can also contribute to factor interpretation.  However Brown (1997), who consistently emphasises the importance of holistic interpretation, reminds the researcher that just because a statement is singled out by statistical criteria does not mean it need be accepted as having special theoretical or substantive importance.  

Also as part of the interpretative process, Watts and Stenner (2012) draw attention to items in the middle of the distribution.   Although accepting that most items ranked close to or at ‘0’ are not crucial or pivotal, they strongly recommend that those which are need to be identified.  The crib sheets (Watts, 2001), described in Section 4.3.2 above and presented in Appendix 17, guarantee attention is drawn to any relevant items and can support the interpretative process as well as the building of the story or narrative for each factor.   Finally, initial interpretations of specific item rankings can be verified by the qualitative comments from participants who have loaded significantly on the factor being interpreted.  

Narrative accounts developed from the interpretive process provide the particular story being told by each factor, and thereby communicate the nature of the gestalt (Watts and Stenner, 2004) and the subjective experiences that have become manifest (Brown, 1980) through the factor arrays.  Based on the analysis of the factor array, an appropriate name is given for each factor identified (Watts and Stenner, 2012).  

In the current study the narratives have been constructed paying close attention to the overall configuration of the statements in each factor exemplifying Q-sort and the relative rankings.  Rankings relevant to the account being written are included in the narrative in parenthesis as they indicate relative positions and agreement (+1 to +7) or disagreement (-1 to -7).  Reference was also made to the ‘crib sheets’ (Watts and Stenner, 2012, see Appendix 17) in which the highest and lowest rankings were recorded and viewed more easily.  The process was further guided by responses provided through the written feedback questions (Appendix 18) of the participants whose individual Q-sorts loaded significantly on the relevant factor.

Finally, the organisation and presentation of the narratives was based on the construction of the original Q-set which comprised four areas:  1) EP beliefs about the development of early literacy skills (including those with a strong or no/poor evidence base); 2) EP reported assessment behaviour; 3) EP reported intervention; 4) EP reports on their role and understanding in relation to the development of early literacy skills.  (Appendix 7)  

4.4.1	Factor Interpretation

Five factors or discourses were revealed through the statistical analysis on EPs’ perceptions around early literacy teaching, assessment and intervention.  Each of the factors will be discussed in turn.
   
4.4.1.1	Factor A.

Nine participants were significantly associated with this factor.   Table 12 (below) shows the distinguishing items (extracted from the 91 statements and their Q-sort values for each of the five factor arrays shown in Table 6, p.113),  presented in rated (+7 to -7) order of statement.

'Beliefs’

Amongst the distinguishing items for factor A, three fell within the ‘beliefs’ category (Appendix 7, statements 1-23).   The distinguishing statement least agreed with related to the need to cater for different learning styles (7, -5).   The remaining two distinguishing ‘belief’ statements:  that the teaching of ‘beginning reading’ should be sound and not meaning based (18, +4); and teachers should provide a single consistent approach rather than a ‘mix and match’ of strategies for intervention purposes (21, +3), were both agreed with.  This was in contrast to the other four factors which all disagreed with these items.

Table 12.  Distinguishing items for Factor A by rating order. 

Item Number and Wording	Factor Arrays
	A	B	C	D	E
41	I would recommend a cumulative, systematic phonic approach to the teaching of early literacy skills.	7	0	2	1	1
49	I would administer a basic test of the student’s knowledge of sound/letter correspondences to inform intervention.	6	0	-2	-1	-1
29	I would recommend an intervention that teaches reading and writing as reversible functions.	5	-3	-1	-3	-2
18	The teaching of reading should be sound based not meaning based for beginner readers.	4	-2	-3	-4	-4
21	Teachers should provide a single consistent approach, rather than a ‘mix and match’ of strategies, when considering learning content for children requiring intervention.	3	-4	-6	-2	-1
83	When children don’t learn to read EPs can become involved in pathologising.	0	-4	-6	-4	4
35	I would advise precision teaching of sight words as whole words.	-1	5	3	3	-5
40	I would encourage teachers to link whole word learning to learning topic words.	-3	3	6	4	1
25	I would advise teachers to mix and match strategies to suit a child’s learning style.	-4	3	0	0	1
7	It is necessary to cater for different learning styles when teaching children early literacy skills (for example, teaching sight words for those with a visual learning style).	-5	1	2	0	3
26	I would encourage the Class Teacher to supplement text decoding with appropriate pictorial / graphical / grammatical cues.	-5	1	0	6	5
36	I would recommend that children be encouraged to combine all the cueing systems in reading, ie pictures, sentence and context cues, explicitly combining contextual/linguistic cues with phonic skills.	-6	5	1	4	0

Moving to the crib sheet, the statements falling under the ‘beliefs’ heading for factor A are typically based around items about the word level, for example the importance of accurate and fluent word decoding on later reading fluency (15, +6); that learning to read, unlike learning spoken language, is not an innate process (14, +5;  8, -6);  learning to read involves rapid mapping of letter strings to mostly likely pronunciation of the grapheme (12, +4);  that multi-cuing deflects from the decoding process (17, +4);  and progress in literacy is dependent on ongoing assessment linked with appropriate learning opportunities (23, +4).  Strong disagreement was given to the statement that phonics had been detrimental (1, -4);   and also to the idea that too many words are not phonically decodable making it necessary to teach words as a whole (5, -4).   This viewpoint, of all the factors, was the only one to disagree with the statement that phonics is just part of a balanced approach to the teaching of reading at the early stages (10, -2).  In contrast, factor A was the only viewpoint of the five factors that reflected agreement that dyslexia (in the sense of a serious difficulty with reading and spelling at the word level) can be prevented by good teaching (22, +2).

Factor A – ‘Assessment’

For this group, reported assessment behaviour identified through distinguishing items would involve checking children’s knowledge at the word level, that is, the mapping of sounds to letters (49, +6).   Information from the crib sheet about assessment attitudes that contribute to this viewpoint confirms an initial intuitive interpretation that assessment focuses on skills and knowledge at the word level (46, +5;  45, +3). 

There was some agreement that the Government’s proposed phonic screening check would be helpful when exploring gaps in learning (51, +2).  Consulting with parents (56, +1) and exploring emotional/self-esteem issues as causal factors (56, -1) appeared to be of less importance/priority when assessing children with literacy difficulties.   

Participants who made up this factor disagreed strongly with the need to carry out a cognitive assessment, either to help them work out why a child had literacy difficulties or what to do about it (61, -5).   There was also strong disagreement with the need to identify a discrepancy between intelligence and achievement (69, -6; 70, -7; and 71, -5). 

Factor A – ‘Intervention’

The majority of the distinguishing items for Factor A fell within the category of ‘intervention’.  EP respondents most strongly identified with phonic instruction at the word level with the highest priority being the recommendation of a cumulative systematic phonic approach (41, +7); and teaching reading and writing as reversible functions (29, +5).  Encouraging the teacher to supplement text decoding with other cues at the early stages of teaching reading was highly disagreed with (26, -5);  as was the mixing and matching of strategies to suit a child’s learning style (25, -4);  and also encouraging children to combine all cueing systems with phonics when reading (36, -6).  Factor A individuals indicated some disagreement with advising precision teaching of sight words as an intervention (35, -1) and greater disagreement with linking whole word learning to the learning of topic words (40, -3). 

The crib sheet for factor A confirmed a strong identification with skills instruction at the word level (30, +6;  28, +5;  31, +5), and disagreement with strategies typically linked with a whole word/whole language approach such as the need to teach sight words, multi-cuing and a mix and match of strategies (24, -2;  40, -3;  25, -4).    It was strongly felt that EP recommendations in literacy interventions should be linked to an evidence base (27, +6).  These respondents also perceived themselves as confident in their own knowledge of evidence based literacy interventions and ability to advise schools on strategies.
 
Factor A – ‘Role and understanding of EP’

Within this factor, compared to others, there appeared to be some ambivalence towards the statement:   “When children don’t learn to read EPs can become involved in pathologising.”  (83, 0).

Less priority was given to statements about ‘role and understanding’ of the EP in relation to the development of early literacy skills on the crib sheet.  Only two statements, other than the distinguishing item above, remained.  From a factor A view point, EPs associating with this view perceive themselves as having a good understanding of the research base that informs the most effective teaching methods of early literacy skills (76, +3 compared to -3, -5, 0 and -4 for factors B, C, D and E respectively).  There was agreement that the Simple View of Reading is a useful model to conceptualise reading (78, 3) and some agreement that the current Government’s core criteria for the teaching of reading has a strong evidence base (75, +2).  Each of the other factors placed these items at 0 or expressed disagreement with them.

Participant 12 (exemplar for factor A) noted on the feedback sheet:

“I found myself falling back upon my psychological knowledge as to what was most important.  For example, I most disagreed with a statement that suggested reading was an ‘innate process, like language’.   This is fundamental Developmental Psychology (Chomsky) and should be central to EP practice.”

and

“Some decisions we make as EPs (sadly) have little to do with evidence / psychology but are more about politics / context / getting on with HT, etc.  For example, statements about looking at emotional issues, or it does not work telling schools what to do are clearly part of our work but the decisions we make around these are not always guided by the evidence base.”


Summary of Factor A – New Paradigm (Confident)

Factor A worldview can be identified by the verbal label, ‘New Paradigm (Confident)’ which encapsulates the following findings: 

1.	the importance of assessment and skills instruction at the word level (ie, systematic phonics), consistent with a paradigm shift, whilst maintaining strong disagreement with whole language/multi cueing, mixed methods interventions, indicating a rejection of the prevailing paradigm;

2.	a focus on instruction/context rather than within child variables;  

3.	strong feeling that EP practice should reflect an evidence base together with confidence in own knowledge of the evidence base and implementing this in practice.

4.4.1.2	Factor B

Five participants were significantly associated with Factor B.  Table 13 (below) shows the distinguishing items (extracted from the 91 statements and their Q-sort values for each of the five factor arrays shown in Table 6, p.113) presented in rated order (+7 to -7) of statement.

Table 13.  Distinguishing items for factor B by rating order.   

Item Number and Wording	Factor Arrays
	A	B	C	D	E
80	I would tell teaching staff if the strategies they were using to teach early literacy skills were not evidenced based.	2	6	-1	-2	-5
66	The Local Authority Psychology Service use a consultation model which helps me to fit in with what the school is already doing.	1	5	1	0	-1
6	Children need to develop a love of books.	0	4	-4	0	0
30	I would recommend direct instruction around skills of segmenting and blending.	6	-2	6	4	2

Factor B – ‘Beliefs’:

Only one of the distinguishing items fell within the ‘belief’ category.  Those EPs associated with factor B felt that children need to develop a love of books (6, +4).   

The crib sheet provided further information about the ‘beliefs’ prioritised by those associated with this factor as four items were identified.  There was high disagreement with the statement that the way early literacy skills are taught in schools is sufficient for the majority of children so it is just pupils with learning difficulties who don’t make progress (9, -6).  There was agreement with the view that phonics is just part of a balanced approach to the teaching of reading at the early stages (10, +4), and also that phonics has become an overriding approach to the detriment of other approaches (1, +2).

This group did not agree that children have an innate ability to learn language comprehension (20, -2).   On all other factors this was placed as a positive ranking.

Factor B - ‘Intervention’:

The distinguishing items contained one ‘intervention’ item.  EPs associated with this factor disagreed that they would recommend word level instruction around the skills of segmenting and blending (30, -2).   

The crib sheet revealed 8 further ‘intervention’ items.  There was high agreement that EP recommendations in literacy interventions should be linked to an evidence base (27, +6). There was also strong agreement with the recommending of precision teaching of sight words (35, +5); combining all cueing systems (36, +5); and exploring progress to show small steps (43, +4).    While some importance was felt in the teaching of letter sound correspondences (31, +2) this group were ambivalent towards the statement that they would recommend a cumulative, systematic phonic approach to the teaching of early literacy skills (41, 0).   Emphasising interleaved learning was not viewed as a priority within the list of statements (33, -1). 

Factor B – ‘Assessment’:

Turning to ‘assessment’ items, one distinguishing item within this category was identified for factor B.  This group strongly agreed that their Local Authority Psychology Service consultation model helped them fit in with what the school is already doing (66, +5). 

The crib sheet revealed 14 items falling within the ‘assessment’ category.  Linking in to the distinguishing item above, factor B gave some priority to the statement that schools could buy in an EP assessment if they wanted one (72, +4).  Reported ‘assessment’ practice, associated with factor B, of pupils with literacy difficulties included exploring evidence of appropriate learning opportunities (55, +7) and to find out what was working for the school (60, +6);  identifying parents’ overall concerns (52, +5);  and carrying out a dynamic assessment (65, +5).  This group disagreed that they would carry out (protected) word reading and spelling tests (57, -3).

There was a high level of disagreement that the  BAS/WORD reading tests could help to identify the gaps in reading instruction to inform intervention strategies (63, -6);   or that it is helpful to explore discrepancies between ability and attainment (71, -5 and 70, -7).

Slight disagreement was shown by this factor that an understanding of the skills comprising word level literacy learning inform assessment behaviour (46, -1, the lowest of all the factors).   There was also slight disagreement with the item that ‘I am often asked to diagnose dyslexia’ (68, -2, again the lowest rating of the five factors).

Factor B – ‘Role and understanding’:

One distinguishing item came under the category of ‘role and understanding’.  EPs associated with this factor strongly agreed that they would tell teaching staff if the strategies they were using to teach early literacy skills were not evidence based (80, 6).

Linked to this, from the crib sheet, there was strong disagreement they had not kept up to date with literacy interventions (85, -6).   However, they also disagreed that they would feel confident to challenge schools seeking dyslexia assessments (89, -4).  Overall, there was strong agreement that they would not typically become involved with a child with literacy difficulties alone (79, +6).

Participant 24 (whose Q-sort loaded significantly onto Factor B) noted on the feedback sheet:

“Interesting to do a Q-sort – haven’t done one since my undergraduate days.  I found the subject matter more difficult to focus on as it doesn’t really interest me as an ed psych.  Probably because it is not an area I am often involved in.”

Participant 48, in response to whether there were any statements included that shouldn’t have been, replied:

“Maybe some relating to individual approaches eg, Letters and Sounds. EPs may not be so familiar with programmes but still have a relevant and important contribution to make.  May undermine confidence relating to some other statements, eg, don’t know that approach, not informed in this area.”

Summary of Factor B – ‘Old Paradigm (Confident/Holistic) 

Factor B world view is abbreviated to the verbal label, ‘Old Paradigm (Confident/ Holistic)’ as a summary of the following key elements: 

1.	a preference for ‘whole language’ strategies, consistent with the prevailing paradigm, with phonics being given low if any priority;  
2.	assessment is more likely to be reported as holistic and contextual, for example, exploring appropriate learning opportunities and involving parents;
3.	a tendency not to be involved with literacy referrals;
4.	evidence base is viewed as very important, confident to challenge schools re teaching strategies in context of evidence base, and feeling of being up to date with literacy interventions.  

4.4.1.3	Factor C 

Two participants were significantly associated with Factor C.  Table 14 (below) shows the distinguishing item (extracted from the 91 statements and their Q-sort values for each of the five factor arrays shown in Table 6, p.113),  presented in rated order (+7 to -7) of statement for Factor C.

Table 14.  Distinguishing items for factor C by rating order .

Item Number and Wording	Factor Arrays
	A	B	C	D	E
6	Children need to develop a love of books.	0	4	-4	0	0
32	I feel confident in my knowledge base of evidence based literacy interventions to advise schools on strategies for children who are not making progress with literacy.	3	2	-4	1	0
90	I would  feel confident to use the term ‘dyslexic’.	-1	-1	-4	1	4
58	I would be confident in providing a diagnosis of dyslexia.	-1	-1	-5	2	3
91	I would feel confident acting as a specialist witness in a tribunal around a pupil with dyslexia.	0	-2	-6	5	-3

Factor C - ‘Beliefs’

In direct contrast to factor B, those who associated with factor C least agreed with the ‘belief’ statement that children need to develop a love of books (6, -4).  

The crib sheet shows that there is strong disagreement with the notion that the ability to learn to encode and decode at the word level is dependent on comprehension skills (11, -7);   that phonics has been detrimental to other reading approaches (1, -4); and that teachers should provide a consistent approach rather than ‘mix and match’ strategies when it comes to literacy intervention (21, -6). 

This group agreed that progress in literacy acquisition is dependent on ongoing assessment linked with appropriate learning opportunities (23, +4) and also that poor readers, unlike fluent readers, require contextual information as a compensatory strategy (13, +3).


Factor C – ‘Assessment’

Only one of the distinguishing items fell within the ‘assessment’ statements.  Those associated with factor C disagreed that they would feel confident in providing a diagnosis of dyslexia (58, -5).

The crib sheets shows that reported ‘assessment’ behaviour would include consulting with parents (52, +7);  exploring emotional/self-esteem issues as causal factors (56, +6);   exploring appropriate learning opportunities to find out what is working for the school (60, +6);  and observation of the pupil during a reading intervention (53, +4).  This group did not view administering a basic sound/letter correspondence test as a priority (49, -2).  There was some agreement that looking at the difference between intelligence and attainments could help identify a child’s potential for learning to read/spell (69, +2).  

This group strongly disagreed that there are tools to diagnose dyslexia (64, -5).

Factor C - ‘Intervention’
 
The distinguishing item for factor C around ‘intervention’ was based on feelings of confidence in knowledge of evidence based interventions and advising schools.  EPs associated with this factor did not feel confident in this area (32, -4).

The crib sheet suggests that ‘interventions’ linked with this factor would be based on recommending direct instruction of segmenting and blending skills (30 +6);  linking whole word learning to learning topic words (40, +6);  precision teaching to show small steps of progress (43, +5);  interleaved learning (33, +5);  and tasks that take away the literacy load (42, +3).  There was some disagreement that interventions provide a good balance of fun alongside core synthetic teaching to enhance effectiveness (39, -1) or linking recommendations back to the programmes the school are using (37, -3).



Factor C - ‘Role and understanding’

Of the five distinguishing items for factor C, two were categorised as ‘role and understanding’ items.  Strong disagreement was shown in relation to feeling confident about using the term ‘dyslexic’ (90, -4) or acting as a specialist witness in a tribunal around a pupil with dyslexia (91, -6).

The crib sheet shows that those associated with factor C would be confident to challenge schools seeking dyslexia assessments (89, +5).   They were also more likely to agree that other specialist teacher teams go in when pupils are referred with literacy difficulties (84, +5);  and that specialist dyslexia teachers should not be necessary as teachers should have the skills to teach early literacy (88, +3);  

There was strong disagreement that EPs can become involved in pathologising when children don’t learn to read (83, -6), and further disagreement with the statement that EPs do not have a role in the teaching and learning of literacy (87, -5);  and also with the view that it does not work just to advise schools (86, -3). 

In relation to ‘understanding’,  the crib sheet further showed strong disagreement with statements that referred to having a good understanding of the research base for effective literacy teaching methods (76, -5) and appropriate learning opportunities at the word level (81, -6).

Participant 31, an exemplar for factor C, made the following comments on the feedback sheet: 

“I looked at each statement separately but I can see that I must have unconsciously categorised them into ‘confidence’, ‘methods for acquiring/teaching literacy’ and the ‘role of the EP.”

“Some of the statements talked about specific approaches (e.g. statement 82), which I’m not familiar with and therefore did not feel confident to answer. As a trainee EP, I’ve been surprised by the limited input we have at university and within placement on literacy development, support and the EP role – is this because it’s not thought to be part of the EP role OR because its assumed we already have this knowledge.  Maybe this reflects a change in the training and TEPs no longer being required to have previously been teachers. However, does this match EPS expectations? It’s been very interesting – Thanks!”

Summary of Factor C – ‘Old Paradigm (Unease/Holistic)’ 

The verbal label ‘Old Paradigm (Unease/Holistic)’ is allocated to Factor C.  This world view comprises the following key elements:

1.	assessment was more holistic but with some focus on the reading process as part of this;
2.	teaching strategies/interventions tend to be more general rather than focused.  However there was some  acknowledgement of anomalies with the prevailing paradigm of whole language and recognition of word level skills teaching that are consistent with a paradigm shift;
3.	a lack of confidence in own knowledge of research base, appropriate learning opportunities and the use of the term dyslexia.

4.4.1.4	Factor D

Two participants were significantly associated with Factor D.  Table 15 (below) shows the distinguishing items (extracted from the 91 statements and their Q-sort values for each of the five factor arrays shown in Table 6, p.113), presented in rated order (+7 to -7) for factor D.

Factor D - ‘Beliefs’

Three of the distinguishing items for factor D came within the category of ‘beliefs’ and these focused specifically on word level development.  EPs associated with this factor strongly agreed that phonics is just part of a balanced approach to the teaching of reading at the early stages (10, +7).  They strongly disagreed with the statement that word reading involves rapid and automatic mapping of letter strings on to the most likely pronunciation (12, -6) and that skilled readers make little use of contextual cues in word reading other than to clarify intended meaning (16, -6).

The crib sheet further confirmed these beliefs.  EPs associated with this factor disagreed that the teaching of reading for beginning readers should be sound and not meaning based (18, -4); that the searchlights model had not been useful in the teaching of early reading skills (19, -4); and that combining cueing strategies, for which learners may have a preference, deflects from the centrality of word decoding in the reading process (17, -5).  However, there was also strong disagreement with the statement that learning to decode is dependent on comprehension skills (11, -7).  

Table 15   Distinguishing items for Factor D

Item Number and Wording	Factor Arrays
	A	B	C	D	E
10	Phonics is just part of a balanced approach to the teaching of reading at the early stages.	-2	4	1	7	2
61	I would carry out a cognitive assessment when responding to a referral for a child with literacy difficulties as it would add an extra dimension.	-5	-5	1	5	0
91	I would feel confident acting as a specialist witness in a tribunal around a pupil with dyslexia.	0	-2	-6	5	-3
62	Dyslexia screening tests are useful in helping to diagnose literacy difficulties to inform interventions.	-3	-3	-3	3	-5
64	There are tools we can use to diagnose dyslexia.	-4	-3	-5	3	-3
12	Word reading involves rapid and automatic mapping of letter strings on to the most likely pronunciation.	4	0	0	-6	2
16	Skilled and fluent readers make little use of contextual cues in word reading other than to clarify the intended meaning when the same spelling has more than one possible sound.	2	-2	1	-6	-1

Beliefs around dyslexia included a strong disagreement with the view that it could be prevented by good teaching (22, -5) as well as some limited agreement that children with dyslexic type difficulties require different strategies to children who are having difficulty learning early literacy skills (4, +1 compared to negative rating for all other factors).

Factor D - ‘Assessment’

Three of the distinguishing items for factor D related to ‘assessment’.  There was strong agreement with carrying out a cognitive assessment to add an extra dimension (61, +5); that there are tools to diagnose dyslexia (64, +3); and that dyslexia screening tests are useful in diagnosing literacy difficulties to inform interventions (62, +3).  EPs sharing factor D viewpoint noted that they are often asked to diagnose dyslexia (68, +5) and that they feel confident in assessing literacy difficulties (47, +6).

The crib sheet reflected disagreement that it can be difficult distinguishing instructional casualties from children who have literacy difficulties arising from within child factors (50, -3); and strong disagreement that EPs do not need to be involved in the assessment of literacy difficulties (67, -5); or that standardised tests do not tend to throw light on where the gaps are in the child’s learning (44, -6).  Assessment behaviour would include exploring any discrepancies between ability and literacy skills (71, +3); exploring whether there had been appropriate learning opportunities (55, +4); and administering a battery of tests of phonological skills (48, +4).

Factor D - ‘Intervention’

There were no distinguishing items relating to ‘intervention’ so information was gathered from the crib sheet which revealed seven related statements.    The statement ratings reflected a mix of approaches, interventions for factor D would include encouraging the class teacher to supplement decoding with other cues (26, +6);  recognising the importance of teaching letter sound correspondences (31, +6);  and providing a balance of fun activities alongside a core synthetic approach (39, +6).  Lower priority was given to the statement that EP recommendations should be linked to an evidence base (27, +2) compared to all other factors.  

Factor D - ‘Role and understanding’

There was one distinguishing item that came under the heading of ‘role and understanding’.  EPs associated with this factor strongly agreed that they would feel confident acting as a specialist witness in a tribunal concerning a pupil with dyslexia (91, +5).  The crib sheet showed that there was also strong agreement that they have a clear understanding of appropriate learning opportunities for teaching at the word level (81, +5);  and disagreement that they are not familiar with the Simple View of Reading (77, -3).

Within factor D there was a high level of disagreement that they would not typically become involved with children with literacy difficulties alone (79, -6) in their EP role, and that EPs do not need to know about the minutiae of how to teach reading (74, -5)

Summary of Factor D – ‘Old Paradigm (Confident/Within-child)’ 

The worldview comprising Factor D is given the verbal label, ‘Old Paradigm (Confident/Within-child)’ as a concise summary of the following key elements:

1.	understanding of literacy development as predominantly along the lines of a whole language approach and thus consistent with the old/prevailing paradigm;
2.	literacy difficulties viewed as resulting from within child variables which could be revealed through standardised assessment and screening, rather than instructional causes; 
3.	High involvement with literacy referrals and  confident in own knowledge of appropriate learning opportunities, assessing literacy difficulties and dyslexia.  




4.4.1.5	Factor E
  
One participant was significantly associated with Factor E.  Table 16 (below) shows the distinguishing item (extracted from the 91 statements and their Q-sort values for each of the five factor arrays shown in Table 6, p.113),  presented in rated order (+7 to -7) of statement for Factor E.

Table 16.  Distinguishing items for factor E. 

Item Number and Wording	Factor Arrays
	A	B	C	D	E
83	When children don’t learn to read EPs can become involved in pathologising.	0	-4	-6	-4	4
9	The way early literacy skills are taught in schools is sufficient for the majority of children so it is just pupils with learning difficulties who don’t make progress.	-3	-6	-2	-3	3
11	A child’s ability to learn to decode and encode words is dependent on their comprehension skills.	-6	-4	-7	-7	2
15	Accurate and fluent word decoding may be better regarded as the fundamental sub-skill required for later efficient reading for interest and information.	6	1	3	2	-3
35	I would advise precision teaching of sight words as whole words.	-1	5	3	3	-5
84	Other ‘specialist teacher’ teams, not EP team, will go in when a pupil is referred for literacy difficulties.	1	2	4	3	-5
72	If schools want an EP assessment they can buy it in.	-1	4	2	-1	-6


Factor E – ‘Beliefs’

Factor E had seven distinguishing statements and of these three fell within the ‘beliefs’ category.  Individuals associated with this factor agreed that the majority of children learn literacy skills through what is taught in schools and it is just the pupils with learning difficulties who don’t make progress (9, +3);  and that a child’s ability to learn to decode and encode words is dependent on their comprehension skills (11, +2.  All other factors ranked this item negatively).  There was disagreement that accurate and fluent word decoding is the fundamental sub-skill required for later efficient reading for interest and information (15, -3.  All other factors ranked this item positively);   and also disagreement that the teaching of reading should be sound and not meaning based for beginner readers (18, -4).  However, individuals associated with this factor also strongly disagreed that poor readers, unlike fluent readers, require contextual information as a compensatory strategy to assist with word recognition (13, -4).

The crib sheet revealed that ‘beliefs’ about teaching and learning connected with factor E are linked to children developing reading at their own pace (2, +5);  the need to teach sight words as too many words are not phonically decodable (5, +5) and a necessity to cater for different learning styles (7, +3).  Less priority was shown towards the statement that literacy acquisition is dependent on ongoing assessment linked with appropriate learning opportunities (23, -1); and children have an innate ability to learn to read (8, 0) was given a neutral placing.  

Factor E – ‘Assessment’

Only one of the seven distinguishing statements referred to ‘assessment’ however it was given highest priority.  There was strong disagreement that if schools want an EP assessment they can buy it in (72, -6).  

Reference to the crib sheet gave further information about reported ‘assessment’ behaviour for those associated with factor E.   The notion that assessment of literacy difficulties is informed by an understanding of the skills (46, 0) and knowledge (45, -3) that comprise the word level does not appear relevant for this factor.    Assessment preference was for consultation with parents (52, +6), exploration of causal factors related to self-esteem and emotional issues (56, +6); and exploring the child’s potential for learning given mediation through dynamic assessment (Tzuriel, 2005). (65, +4.)  Also prioritised, when it comes to assessment is:  looking at ability to comprehend spoken instructions (59, +5), word and spelling age (57, +4) and behaviour during a reading intervention session (53, +4).  There was disagreement that BAS/WORD (63, -6), dyslexia screening tests (62, -5) or the government phonic check (51, -2) help to identify gaps in reading instruction to inform intervention strategies.

There was strong agreement that individuals associated with this factor are often asked to diagnose dyslexia (68, +6) and feel confident in providing a diagnosis of dyslexia (58, +3).   However, they also feel limited by what they can do in the time dictated by a time allocation model (73, +4). 

Factor E – ‘Interventions’

Strong disagreement was shown to the ‘assessment’ distinguishing item that the individual would advise precision teaching of sight words (35, -5).  

Respondents associated with this factor strongly agree that EP recommendations should be linked to an evidence base (27, +6).   They strongly disagreed that they would link recommendations back to what programmes the schools are using (37,-6); or advise precision teaching of sight words (35, -5); or rhyming and alliteration activities (24, -2); or advise teaching systematic visual and auditory tracking through the word (28, -1).  Recommendations tended to be around taking away the literacy load (42, +3) and, to a lesser extent, teaching letter sound correspondences (31, +2) although agreement here was much lower than in other factors.

Factor E – ‘Role and understanding’

Two distinguishing factors referred to ‘role’.   There was agreement that EPs can become involved in pathologising when children don’t learn to read (83, 4); and disagreement that other ‘specialist teacher’ teams deal with literacy referrals (84, -5). 

EPs associated with this factor strongly disagreed that the current government’s core criteria for the teaching of reading has a strong evidence base (75, -7); and that EPs do not have a role in the teaching and learning of literacy (87, -5).  They would feel confident to use the term ‘dyslexic’ (90, +4), although they would not feel confident to challenge schools seeking dyslexia assessments (89, -2); nor tell teaching staff if the strategies they were using were not evidence based (80, -5); nor agree they were familiar with the Simple View of Reading (77, +3).

Factor E – Questionnaire Feedback 

Further qualitative data was extracted from the ‘Feedback Questions’ sheet for the participant who completed the exemplifying Q-sort associated with this factor (43, 0.44 shown on Table 1).   This participant found the Q-sort ‘interesting, challenging and time-consuming’ and used ‘recent experience of practice’ to aid the sorting process.  ‘Experience and evidence based practice’ was identified by the respondent as the reasoning behind sorting items at the extreme positive end, and ‘usually what I have heard said but strongly disagree with’ to place statements at the extreme negative end.  Items placed in the ‘0’ position were based on ‘knowledge/lack of knowledge on specific areas’.  This respondent did not recall any statements that it was felt should not have been included in the Q-sort but did expect, or would like to have commented on, an ‘Early Reading Research’ related statement.  Here the participant is referring to the instructional literacy intervention developed by Jonathan Solity (Solity, Deavers, Kerfoot, Crane and Cannon, 1999). 

Summary of Factor E – ‘Old Paradigm (Nebulous)’

Factor E was summarised by the following key elements and allocated the verbal label, ‘Old Paradigm (Nebulous)’.

1.	assessment is holistic and contextual rather than word level specific or psychometric and focus is on within child variables rather than causes resulting from ineffective instruction;  
2.	the development of reading and teaching interventions link to a whole language approach;
3.	believe recommendations should be linked to evidence base;
4.	confident to use term dyslexia but not to challenge schools or teachers.

4.4.1.6	Summary of factor descriptions

In summary, five factors were identified: one fell within the new paradigm and four within the old paradigm.  They are labelled and described in Table 17 below:

Table 17:  Factor Labels and Descriptions
New Paradigm	Old Paradigm
The new paradigm describes beginning reading (and writing system) as being based on phonemes (or individual units of sound) and proposes explicit instruction of alphabet code.  Supported by a robust and wide ranging research base.    	The old paradigm is characterised by a whole language/mixed methods approach. Beginning reading is meaning and whole word/sentence based, and acquired naturally like language.  Developed from an ideology or philosophy of reading rather than a research base. 
Factor	Label and Description	Factor	Label and Description
A	New Paradigm (Confident)Factor A worldview is positioned within the new paradigm and EPs linked to this worldview are confident in their knowledge of evidence based approaches to literacy development and intervention.  Assessments and interventions focus on the young person’s control over the vital aspects of the reading acquisition process, that is, word level skills and knowledge.	B	Old Paradigm (Confident, Holistic)Factor B worldview sits within the old paradigm and, at the same time, is linked to a reported feeling of confidence in currently held knowledge of evidence based literacy interven-tion. Assessment is holistic and contextual. 
		C	Old Paradigm (Unease/Holistic)Factor C is also positioned within the old paradigm however those holding this worldview are not confident in their knowledge of evidence based literacy intervention nor with the use of term ‘dyslexia’. Feelings of unease are reflected in a ‘catch all’ holistic and contextual assessment.
		D	Old Paradigm (Confident, Within-child)Factor D EPs share beliefs consistent with a whole language/mixed methods approach (old paradigm) and, at the same time, are confident in:  their knowledge of evidence based literacy intervention; diagnosing dyslexia and the use of cognitive assessments.
		E	Old Paradigm (Nebulous)Factor E worldview is also positioned within the old paradigm. However, a limited knowledge base is shored up by beliefs about what not to do (rather than a focus on what to do) and holistic, contextual, ‘catch all’ (except word level) assessment.

These viewpoints will be further considered in the ‘Discussion’ chapter within the context of the research questions.
4.5	Consensus Statements

The previous section identified the distinguishing statements.  In contrast to distinguishing statements, consensus statements are ranked or valued in the same way by all the study factors.  No consensus factors were present in the statistical analysis for this study.  However, looking through the statements physically, there were four items where the rankings were either positive (with the exception of 51 where values were very close) or negative (general disagreement) as shown in Table 18 below.

Table 18.  ‘Consensus’ items

Item Number and Wording	Factor Arrays
	A	B	C	D	E
27	EP recommendations in literacy interventions should be linked to an evidence base.	6	6	5	2	6
51	The government’s proposed phonic screening check for six year olds will be helpful to EPs when exploring gaps in learning.	2	0	0	1	-2
54	I find the SATs provides a useful tool to identify the gaps in a pupil’s literacy learning.	-3	-5	-3	-2	-4
55	When a child is referred with literacy difficulties, I would explore whether there had been appropriate learning opportunities.	4	7	5	4	5
87	EPs do not have a role in the teaching and learning of literacy.	-4	-2	-5	-4	-5

While the focus within this research is on the difference between the five factors or viewpoints, these ‘consensus’ items will be considered further in the discussion section.

4.6	Responses to the Q-Sort Activity

Responses from the feedback questions (Appendix 18) regarding the participants’ experiences of the Q-sort activity, which did not aid interpretation of the data but rather informed about the strengths and limitations of the study, are presented here. 

The Q-sort activity was well received overall.  The activity was described by many participants as interesting and thought-provoking.  Several EPs mentioned it had provided them with an opportunity to reflect on their own role and practice in relation to literacy.  The instructions were noted by a number of participants to be clear and easy to understand.   

Some criticisms of the activity focused around the sorting process.  Several said that due to (self-imposed) time constraints they felt they did not sort the statements as accurately as they would have liked. This perceived lack of accuracy was partly related to more neutral items. Responses to the feedback questionnaire indicated that statements perceived as neutral; ambiguous (for example, ‘Children need to develop a love of books.’) or outside of the EP participant’s existing knowledge base (for example, relating to the statutory ‘Phonic Check’ or the ‘Simple View of Reading’) were sorted around the ‘0’ position.  Furthermore, a reported feeling of inaccurate sorting was also indicated by participants’ feedback stating that they wanted to sort more statements into the high or low end of the grid.  Some mentioned finding it frustrating when they changed their minds, having sorted the statements into a particular position as this meant they then had to move some of the other previously placed statements around.  The reliability of the overall data is unlikely to have been significantly affected as, in Q-sort, it is the items ranked at the extreme ends of the distribution which are pivotal (Watts, 2001).  Participants consistently reported in the feedback questionnaire that their reasoning for sorting into the extreme positive or extreme negative positions was determined by strong feelings and core beliefs.  EPs use of descriptions such as ‘unequivocal’, ‘immediate recognition’ and ‘felt most strongly about’ perhaps could arguably be considered contrary to a state of confusion, or inaccurate sorting.  The instruction relating to sorting into three piles, ‘most agree’, ‘least agree’ and ‘neutral’, was noted by several EPs to have been helpful.

Comments were also made about the statements themselves, for example, a few were considered to be similarly worded.  However, the participants who commented on this generally appreciated that the slight differences resulted in slightly different meanings.  The majority of participants stated that the Q-statements were very comprehensive and they did not feel any statements were missing.   However, a few did make suggestions, for example, of programmes they felt were missing;  strategies relating to interaction with peers;  more statements about motivation and child self-concept;  and the ‘dual route model’ to literacy development.  Only government programmes were included that EPs might be expected to be familiar with and a decision was made not to include commercial programmes as there are a significant number of these and their inclusion would make the Q-sort unwieldy.  

When asked whether they thought any statements were included in the Q-sort activity that they felt should not have been, most of the EPs stated that this was not the case, or did not include a comment.  However, some participants felt that statements about particular LA models of service delivery did not need to be included in the Q-sort and also that some seemed repetitive.

When asked whether the participants would like to comment on any of the statements in particular, many indicated they had found some statements more difficult to sort because they lacked the necessary knowledge or experience in the area.  

For further information regarding answers to feedback questions, and for individual participant’s comments, see Appendix 18.

4.7	Summary

The main aim of this study was to explore EPs’ perceptions of early literacy development, assessment and intervention in relation to the evidence base in the area, specifically in relation to a theoretical shifting paradigm process from whole language/mixed methods (old paradigm) to synthetic phonics (new paradigm). This chapter has presented the results, initially in relation to the statistical analysis of the quantitative data, whereby a highly correlated five factor solution representing dominant EP worldviews was revealed through the Q-method inverted technique of factor analysis.  These were labelled and described as:

Factor A: ‘New Paradigm (Confident)’.  EPs linked to this world view are firmly positioned in the synthetic phonic paradigm; confident that their practice is evidence based; and their assessments and interventions focus in on the word level skills and knowledge the young person requires for literacy acquisition.  

Factor B: ‘Old Paradigm (Confident, Holistic)’.  EPs linked to this world view sit within the old paradigm of whole language and mixed methods.  Despite this they feel confident of being up to date with the literacy research.  Assessment is holistic and contextual with limited if any focus on word level skills.

Factor C: ‘Old Paradigm (Unease)’.     This worldview is also positioned within the old paradigm.  EPs linked to it, however, are not confident in their knowledge of evidence based literacy intervention.  Feelings of unease are reflected in a ‘catch all’ holistic and contextual assessment.

D: ‘Old Paradigm (Confident, Within-child)’.  EPs linked to this factor share beliefs consistent with a whole language/mixed methods approach (old paradigm) and, at the same time, are confident in:  their knowledge of evidence based literacy intervention; diagnosing dyslexia and the use of cognitive assessments.

 E: ‘Old Paradigm (Nebulous)’.  EPs linked to this factor are also positioned within the old paradigm. However, a limited knowledge base is shored up by beliefs about what not to do (rather than a focus on what to do).  Assessment tends to be holistic, contextual and ‘catch-all’, although does not include checks to identify gaps in skills and knowledge at the word level.

Consensus items were also explored to establish areas of general agreement across all EP participants, for example, that EPs should be involved in the teaching and learning of early literacy skills and that this involvement should be informed by an evidence base. 

The next chapter will link these findings to the research questions and the literature reviewed in Chapter 2.
CHAPTER 5DISCUSSION

5.1	Overview of the Discussion Chapter

This chapter returns to the Research Questions (5.2) linking the aims and summaries of the results to suggest answers to these.  It then critically appraises the methodology and research process (5.3).  The chapter goes on to look further at the results and explore alternative ways in which they could be explained (5.4).  Significant aspects of the research findings are related to the existing literature (5.5).  The contribution and influence of the researcher is described in terms of reflexive practice (5.6) and finally, a summary of the chapter is given (5.7).

5.2	The Research Questions Revisited

The aim of this study was to undertake an exploration of EP perceptions of early literacy development.  The research questions were generated as a result of a professional interest and personal experience of the inconsistencies in the way early literacy teaching was viewed.  A fundamental influence was that of McGuinness (1997) who described changing perceptions through a paradigm shift in the understanding of early literacy development.  Legitimized by an examination of the literature, the research questions were further influenced by the pragmatist framework adopted in the study and the chosen methodology, Q-Sort.  During data analysis, it became apparent that many EPs have very differing opinions about how early literacy skills best develop.  There was much confusion around the research base and many respondents indicated a combination of beliefs and views about assessment/intervention methods that reflected significant contradictions.  This confirmed the strength of the research questions as well as McGuinness’ (1997) claim of a paradigm shift (illustrated by Factor A,  ‘New Paradigm (Confident)’),and also Kuhn’s (2012) description of the turmoil reflected by the remaining four worldviews, revealed in this current research, all positioned within the ‘Old Paradigm’ albeit with varying levels of confidence and unease. Such lack of shared professional agreement and understanding, typically characterises a paradigm shift. 

The research findings suggest areas for discussion and possible ‘answers’ to the research questions.  The key findings are initially presented in summary form to provide the reader with an overview.  A more detailed discussion then follows when the research questions are considered together, rather than separately, in the context of the five factors or worldviews identified within the study.  These are then discussed in the areas of ‘beliefs’, ‘assessment’, ‘intervention’ and ‘EP role and understanding’.  

5.2.1	Research Questions:   Key Findings

Research Question 1:  What are EPs’ perceptions of early literacy instruction, assessment and intervention and how do they differ?

Although all EPs agreed to a greater or lesser extent that there was a need for EP involvement in the teaching and learning of literacy, they differed considerably in their reported practice towards these issues and especially at a theoretical/evidence based level.

Research Question 2:  How do EP perceptions match up to the research evidence generated by the paradigm shift (see 2.5.5, p.  for further explanation of the term) in early literacy instruction?

A complex picture transpired in relation to EPs’ perceptions and the consistency of these with the changing understanding linked to the research base informing a paradigm shift in early literacy instruction.  One worldview, ‘New Paradigm (Confident)’, comprised an evidence based knowledge consistent with a paradigm shift in understanding, and which was reflected in reported practice.  The other four worldviews: ‘Old Paradigm (Confident, Holistic)’; ‘Old Paradigm (Unease/Holistic)’; Old Paradigm (Within-child)’; and ‘Old Paradigm (Nebulous)’,   representative of the perceptions of the EP participants, in the main adhered to the prevailing (or old) paradigm characterised by whole language/mixed methods.  One of these worldviews, however, also included some elements of practice linked to the new paradigm, or paradigm shift and the mixing of, or oscillation between, opposing approaches.

Research Question 3:  Do EP participants perceive themselves to be confident in assessment literacy difficulties and recommending interventions?

In general EPs reported a confidence in their knowledge and practice in relation to literacy referrals, although the picture was more varied where ‘dyslexia’ was concerned.    Some felt very confident in assessing, diagnosing and suggesting interventions in the area of ‘dyslexia’ while others did not.   Whether the general confidence of EPs was borne out, especially when their perceptions were linked to mix method practices (that is, the prevailing or old paradigm), was highlighted by a few respondents who acknowledged that they were not confident in their knowledge of the evidence base nor in the training they had received in dealing with these early literacy issues.   Furthermore, the confidence of those linked to the prevailing/old paradigm and the anomalies posed for it by research, may prevent any anomalies becoming an object of attention and, therefore, known.

5.2.2	The enneagram of paradigm shifting revisited

In order to respond to the research questions in more detail, it may be helpful to revisit the shifting paradigm enneagram initially explained in the Literature Review (p.26).    It was possible, from information extracted from the qualitative data, to map the five factors or world views onto the enneagram (Figure 9 below). 

The perceptions linked to the Factor A ‘response type’, ‘New Paradigm (Confident)’, were illustrative of a paradigm shift and reflected the evidence base.  Factors B, D and E worldviews were firmly grounded in the prevailing paradigm, with one (Factor D) reflecting high confidence and perceived clarity around literacy difficulties and ‘dyslexia’.   While the other (Factor E) reflected more nebulous and general views, for example, about assessment and intervention, with no focus at or on the word level.   The remaining ‘response type’ falling within the ‘old’ paradigm of whole language/mixed methods (Factor C:  ‘Old Paradigm (Unease/Holistic)’) included some perceptions indicative of feelings of unease, for example, a lack of confidence in the knowledge base held and some inclusion of strategies characteristic of the paradigm shift (or ‘new’ paradigm), ie, the teaching of synthetic phonics. 





						 	

Figure 9:  Shifting paradigm enneagram in relation to five factor viewpoints 

5.2.3.	Research Questions:  Detailed discussion

The answers to the research questions were provided by the five different ‘response types’ or worldviews across the EP participants.  These account for 49% of the variance, thus just over half of the variance was not accounted for.  The fact that the majority of the EP participants did not link to any of the ‘response types’ provided an early indicator of the variation in perceptions as opposed to any conformity across EPs.  The nine EPs who were statistically linked to Factor A: ‘New Paradigm (Confident)’ viewed early literacy teaching, assessment and intervention from a word level perspective, that is, the importance of knowledge of letter-sound correspondences.  Their perceptions were, therefore, representative of a paradigm shift and consistent with the current evidence base.  The perceptions of ten participants were linked to the remaining factors (the Factors B, C, D and E: ‘Old Paradigm’) and could, therefore, be described as consistent with the prevailing/old paradigm characterised by a whole word/language and mixed strategy approach to the acquisition of early literacy.  These ‘response types’ or worldviews were further differentiated by varying levels of perceived confidence in, and perceived knowledge of, research based ‘beginning reading’ instruction.

The largest difference between Factor A (‘New Paradigm’ – with a strong research base) and Factors B, C, D and E (‘Old/Prevailing Paradigm’) combined is that the Factor A viewpoint placed most value on a single focused approach of systematic mapping of sound to letter/letter combinations, compared to the preferred eclectic, more nebulous and holistic views attributed to the remaining factors. 

The concourse, from which the statements were originally drawn, had fallen naturally into four sub-divisions:  ‘beliefs’, ‘assessment’, ‘intervention’ and ‘role and understanding of EP’.  As such, the distinctions between the factors, within these areas, shall be discussed with regard to the current findings and linked where appropriate to the literature.

5.2.3.1	Beliefs:  EP perceptions and research based practice.

Beliefs of EPs linked to Factor A (‘New Paradigm (Confident)’) positioned these participants within the new paradigm and were backed by a strong research base.  This group believed that the teaching of ‘beginning reading’ should be based on sounds or phonemes, rather than on meaning as proposed through the whole language/balanced reading approach. Also consistent with the research community learning to read is not believed, from a Factor A worldview, to be an innate process like learning to speak and, therefore, should be carried out through a single consistent approach rather than an eclectic mix of strategies (Gough and Hillinger, 1980; McGuiness, 1998; Liberman and Liberman, 1990).   Reading accuracy and fluency was considered to be dependent upon accurate and fluent word decoding at the word level though rapid mapping of letters/letter strings to their most likely pronunciation.  There was some agreement from the perspective of this Factor that serious difficulty with learning reading and spelling at the word level (also known as ‘dyslexia’) can be prevented by appropriate teaching.  

In total contrast, the overriding belief within the Factor B:  ‘Old Paradigm (Confident/Holistic) viewpoint was that children need to develop a love of books - a shared assumption with the whole language/balanced method approach.   While this has intuitive appeal, It is difficult to know how to enable children to develop a love of books; whether a love of books would result in effective literacy skills; and whether fluent readers have arrived at this stage from loving books.  Such a foundational belief could result in the ability to read becoming secondary in consultations to factors such as how many books the children have at home and getting to the library.  Researchers have argued that the ability to read is a precursor to a love of reading rather than the other way round (Lyon, Shaywitz, Shaywitz and Chhabra, 2005).  

A further belief characterising Factor B was that the way early literacy skills are taught in schools is not sufficient for the majority of children and, therefore, pupils may not make progress as a result of inappropriate instruction rather than as a result of learning difficulties.  At the same time, it was believed by those linked to this Factor that phonics is part of a balanced approach to the teaching of reading at the early stages and that phonics had become an overriding approach to the detriment of other approaches.   Even if a focus on phonics was not considered to be beneficial to the ‘beginning reading’, the belief that phonics has become an overriding approach is not consistent with the most recent evaluation of the Government Phonic Check (DfE, 2013; Walker Bartlett, Betts, Sainsbury and Mehta, 2013).  The evaluation study found 85% of respondents, from the 53% schools who agreed they used a first and fast phonic approach, believed a variety of different methods should be used to teach children to decode words.  

There were some similarities between Factor B: ‘Old Paradigm (Confident/Holistic)’ and C: ‘Old Paradigm (Unease/Holistic) in beliefs about the use of an eclectic approach.   The Factor B worldview held the belief that poor readers, unlike fluent readers, require contextual information as a compensatory strategy and, therefore, presumably access these through mixed methods.  In contrast to Factor B, however, the beliefs comprising the Factor C worldview, were accompanied by some caution and lack of confidence in their own knowledge of the research base.  

Beliefs contained within Factor D: ‘Old Paradigm (Confident/Within-child)’ worldview were also consistent with whole language/mixed methods and, therefore, positioned within the prevailing/old paradigm and its lack of research base.  It included a strongly held belief that word reading did not involve the rapid automatic mapping of letter strings to the most likely pronunciation. Rather, phonics was believed to be part of a balanced approach to early reading instruction.  ‘beginning reading’ was considered to be meaning rather than sound based, and multi-cuing strategies, as represented by the ‘searchlights model’ (DfES, 1998), were believed to be useful in teaching ‘beginning reading’ skills.  This belief is not supported by the current evidence as word decoding and language comprehension are confounded and a multi-cuing approach directs the beginning reader away from the centrality of word decoding, an essential sub-skill for efficient reading (Rose, 2006). At the same time, however, those linked to Factor D did not believe that learning to decode is dependent on comprehension skills as would be expected from a whole language perspective.  

Dyslexia, from a Factor D perspective, was viewed as something that could not be prevented by good teaching and, to some extent, that different strategies were required for dyslexic type difficulties compared to those experienced by children having difficulty learning early literacy skills.   If ‘good teaching’ is believed to include a mixed approach, where the rapid automatic mapping of letter strings to the most likely pronunciation is not considered to have a role, then ‘dyslexia’ or literacy difficulty is unlikely to respond to such teaching.  In fact, the belief that response to remediation differs according to whether a literacy difficulty has been diagnosed as dyslexic or not has no evidence base (Stanovich, 1994;  Connor, 1994;  Elliottt  and Gibbs, 2008;  House of Commons Science and Technology Committee, 2009-10)

A belief that differentiates Factor E: ‘Old Paradigm (Nebulous)’  from the other Factors is that the majority of children can learn literacy skills given the usual teaching approaches in school and it is just the children with learning difficulties who do not make progress.  According to current data, at least 20% of children transfer to secondary education in the UK (aged 11 years) struggling with reading (House of Commons, 2011).  It is questionable whether these difficulties can be put down to within child factors particularly as researchers have demonstrated, through longitudinal studies involving synthetic phonics, that illiteracy can be virtually eradicated (Johnson and Watson, 2005; Walker, Case and Philpot, 2006; Grant, 2014).   This belief that only children with learning difficulties do not make progress could be the case if all children received appropriate learning opportunities, however, there was also a strong belief for Factor E worldview that children should be allowed to develop reading at their own pace; that it was necessary to cater for different learning styles; and that sight words needed to be taught as too many English words are not phonically decodable.  These beliefs do not reflect the current available evidence base (see Stahl, 1988; Tarver and Dawson, 1978, for research into learning styles and McGuinness (1997) for an explanation of the alphabet code and English writing system and also set out in Appendix 3).  Nor can appropriate learning opportunities arise from other beliefs comprising the Factor E worldview, such as learning to read is meaning based rather than sound based, and that accurate and fluent word decoding is not considered a fundamental sub-skill of later efficient reading for interest and information.   

As might be expected, beliefs across EPs are varied.  The beliefs making up the Factor A worldview were found to be consistent with a paradigm shift to the research based paradigm in ‘beginning reading’ (new paradigm).  Factors B, C, D and E all contained beliefs that positioned these worldviews within the prevailing or ideologically informed paradigm, with some more confidently held than others (addressed in a later section).  

5.2.3.2	Assessment:  EP perceptions and research based practice.

The main difference in reported assessment behaviour was the level of specificity of the exploration of the literacy difficulty.  Those EPs associated with Factor A:  ‘New Paradigm (Confident)’ valued focussing very specifically on carrying out an assessment at the word level.  Parental consultation and exploration of emotional factors were not considered a priority when assessing children with literacy difficulties.  Nor did cognitive assessment and identification of discrepancies figure in terms of importance to this viewpoint.  There is no suggestion that EPs loading onto Factor A would not also carry out a consultation with school and parents but it was felt just as valuable, if not more so, to identify what the child needed to learn next and rehearse on their journey to becoming proficient readers and spellers.  This group strongly disagreed with the need to carry out a cognitive assessment. Interestingly, these EPs also felt confident in their own knowledge base. 

In line with McGuiness (1997), these EPs did appear aware of the evidence base in relation to best practice in ‘beginning reading’ and directed attention during assessment towards identifying gaps in skills and knowledge at the word level to inform intervention.      McGuiness (1998) proposed that in order to learn to read and write the beginner must learn how the writing system works.  That is the mapping of phoneme to grapheme, the conceptual knowledge of one to one, one to many and many to one, and rehearsal of the skills of blending and segmenting.  Where these are taught explicitly, she argues, almost all children (with the exception of those with very significant learning, physical and developmental delay) will learn to read and spell at the word level.  

What seems clear is that the participants linked to Factor A have a good knowledge of the research base of how children develop early literacy skills, they carry out assessments that look at the gaps in children’s understanding and they give higher confidence ratings in being able to deal with literacy referrals.  
  
Assessment behaviour linked to the other Factors, which fell in the old paradigm or pre-paradigm shift phase, were more varied and, occasionally vague.  The use of a consultation model was linked with Factors B, C and E worldviews (prevailing/old paradigm) as well as the need to explore appropriate learning opportunities.  Assessment favoured exploration of the wider context surrounding the learning of early literacy skills, for example, school context and what is working for school staff; parental views; and causal factors arising from emotional issues.  Mention was also made of mediated learning and dynamic assessment to explore learning potential.

These assessments appear to involve a lot of exploration of contextual factors but little, if any, reported inclusion of assessment that provides a comprehensive knowledge of children’s control over the vital aspects of the reading acquisition process.  These include, phonological awareness, that is the ability to blend and segment individual phonemes; knowledge of sound to spelling mapping, that is, the ability to discriminate the sounds in word and to recognise and write the visual grapheme;   the ability to make the correct spelling choices where the same sounds are represented by a variety of spellings or when a single grapheme can represent different sounds; and the ability to discriminate syllables in polysyllabic words.

The role of the EP in the consultation model means that they have to take into account everyone in the school’s perspectives on ‘beginning reading’ which, as a social construct in society and as illustrated through the description of the shifting paradigm, describes literacy in very different ways.  Fitting in with the school may prove detrimental to the development of the referred pupil’s foundations in literacy. While the consultation approach is excellent for many referral areas, for literacy the assessment is destined to fail because too many differing and conflicting views may have to be taken into account.  EPs prefer to take context into account to avoid labelling the child, however, where there is a social construct which is so fragmented the EP can simply add to the complexity of the turmoil.  

In addition, it is questionable as to what dynamic assessment can contribute in relation to how to teach the writing system as dynamic assessment is linked to cognitive modalities.  A pupil may be assessed dynamically through a mediated word level assessment to show that they could learn phonics when the school believe they cannot. It is, therefore, possible to use a word level assessment dynamically and this could be useful.  However, given that word level assessment did not figure in the Factor B, C and E (‘Old Paradigm’) worldviews, it is unlikely that is the understanding of the participants who loaded onto these factors.  Consequently, it is difficult to see in what way such an assessment could inform effective interventions for pupils referred with literacy difficulties.

EPs linked to Factor C: ‘Old Paradigm (Unease/Holistic) appeared to favour a more exploratory assessment which was perhaps related to an identified lack of confidence in dealing with literacy referrals, especially when these were investigating ‘dyslexia’.  Attainment testing and investigating any discrepancy between ability and attainments as a way of identifying a pupil’s potential for progress in literacy also formed a part of the reported assessment practice for this worldview.   Factor D: ‘Old Paradigm (Confident/Within-child)’ viewpoint too was characterised by cognitive assessment, attainment testing and identifying discrepancies.  However, EPs sharing Factor D viewpoint were, in contrast to Factor C, confident in carrying out assessment, including when this lead to a diagnosis of ‘dyslexia’.  Factor E: ‘Old Paradigm (Nebulous)’ also reflected a reasonable level of confidence. 

The inconsistency across EPs’ views around dyslexia in this study was very evident.  Some were uncomfortable with the term while others felt confident about assessing and diagnosing dyslexia.  The feelings of unease on the part of some EPs is well founded.  It is clear from the research literature that there is no agreed definition for dyslexia (BPS, 2005); that poor readers cannot be differentiated as dyslexic or not (Bishop, 2010);   and underlying difficulties in literacy and the way children respond to intervention appears to be the same (Stanovich, 2005).   Indeed reading difficulties or a diagnosis of ‘dyslexia’ can be the outcome of the teaching approaches that have been used with the pupil. If the EP recommends or supports interventions leading to more of these methods, the child’s reading is likely to fail to show improvement or stall at a later stage following some initial improvement (Chall and Jacobs, 1983; Turner, 1990).  For example, guessing at words directs children away from mapping phoneme to grapheme and this can compound any particular difficulties with phonology.  It is the mapping of phoneme to grapheme that requires rehearsal (BPS, 2005).   It may be more helpful therefore for EPs to focus on the pupil’s skills and understanding at the word level first in assessments.   

There were three items relating to assessment over which there was consensus across the five factors or worldviews.  The need to explore appropriate learning opportunities, as identified by the BPS (1999, 2005) in the working description of ‘dyslexia’, has previously been mentioned.  However, it is unclear what EPs understand about ‘appropriate learning opportunities’ as only one worldview, Factor A:  ‘New Paradigm (Confident)’, reflected a clear grasp of what these would look like in relation to learning early literacy skills.   There was strong disagreement with the statement that the SATs provide a useful assessment tool to identify gaps in a pupil’s literacy learning.   This would appear consistent with Stuart (2003) who observed that the SATs confound measurement of word decoding skills and measurement of text comprehension ability.  Poor decoding skills may not become apparent until Year 3 (Chall and Jacobs, 1983; Turner, 1990; Hirsch, 2003) and again in Year 7 as the pupil increasingly comes across unfamiliar vocabulary in the curriculum.  The UK Government agreed with this and implemented the Statutory Phonic Check which provides a check on decoding skills at 6 years of age.   The worldviews of the five factors reflected some ambivalence towards the Statutory Phonic Check and this may have been due to the fact that EPs were unfamiliar with it.   It may be helpful for EPs to familiarise themselves with this as it could provide useful research based assessment information for pupils at the beginning stages of learning to read.   Furthermore, teachers are also unclear about the rationale behind the introduction of the Phonic Check and report utilising a variety of different methods to teach children to decode words which is not consistent with the evidence base (Walker, Bartlett, Betts, Sainsbury and Mehta, 2013).  Given this it is particularly important for EPs to be mindful of these inconsistencies when they are considering whether children, referred on to them because of poor progress in literacy, have received ‘appropriate learning opportunities at the word level’ (BPS, 1999, 2005).  

5.2.3.3	Intervention:  EP perceptions and research based practice.

All Factor views, with the exception of Factor D: ‘Old Paradigm (Confident/Within-child)’ who did not identify this as a main priority, agreed strongly that EP recommendations should be linked to an evidence base.  However, there was wide variation in what EP participants valued when considering interventions perhaps suggesting again a lack of clarity of understanding.  For example, some EPs advised precision teaching of sight words as whole words whilst others recommended direct instruction around skills of segmenting and blending.  As discussed elsewhere, these are diametrically opposed interventions for teaching children to read. 

Intervention was a priority from a Factor A: ‘New Paradigm (Confident)’ viewpoint.   EPs linked to this view valued instruction at the word level in the context of a cumulative systematic phonic approach that taught reading and spelling as reversible functions.   They strongly disagreed with multi cuing, teaching words as wholes and generally mixing strategies.  These strategies are consistent with the paradigm shift (new paradigm) and research based practice.   Furthermore, there was high confidence in their own knowledge of research based interventions and ability to advise schools on related strategies.  

In contrast, intervention from the Factor B:  ‘Old Paradigm (Confident/Holistic) viewpoint was characterised by a whole word/whole language approach.  Participants loading onto this factor valued the precision teaching of sight words; combining cuing systems and exploring progress through small steps.  Consistent with a mixed strategy/ balanced method approach, there was some acknowledgement of the need for teaching letter sound correspondences but this was not considered a priority.   Interestingly, the belief that EP recommendations for literacy interventions should be linked to an evidence base played a strong part in this world view despite the fact that the interventions most agreed with were not consistent with the research.

A problem with the teaching of sight words and combining cuing strategies, as previously mentioned, is that children are directed away from the important opportunity to rehearse and develop automaticity in tracking phoneme/grapheme patterns (Perfetti, 1995; Pinker, 1997; BPS, 2005).  The latter is a skill which, while being acquired by some children without explicit teaching, more vulnerable pupils and those referred on to the EP for literacy delays or difficulties may not ever discover in order to generalise for reading and spelling (Hempenstall, 1996).

Interventions were secondary in the worldview Factor C:  ‘Old Paradigm (Unease/Holistic)’.  This may have been because EPs associated with this factor also did not feel confident in their knowledge of research based interventions nor in their ability to advise schools accordingly.   Confusion within this factor viewpoint was illustrated by the contradiction between the valuing of instruction of segmenting and blending skills while, at the same time, valuing the teaching of whole words by curriculum topic area.  However, the latter may be in relation to pre-teaching of the word for comprehension purposes rather than for reading and writing.   While precision teaching also figures in this view, a lack of knowledge in what the content might be for such instruction may mean any possible short term gains for the pupil do not contribute to their wider ongoing literacy development. EPs linked to this worldview appear to recognise anomalies in their practice and understanding, as perhaps indicated by low levels of confidence and the utilisation of a combination of any intervention strategy available.  An eclectic approach, perhaps, as a catch all.  

A combination of teaching letter sound correspondences together with other cues to support decoding as an intervention was also linked to Factor D:  ‘Old Paradigm (Confident/Within-child).  Additionally, ‘fun’ figured prominently in this viewpoint within the context of a core synthetic approach.  Interestingly, compared to all the other factors, in Factor D lower priority was given to the statement that EP recommendations should be linked to an evidence base.   Perhaps those linked to this worldview had some awareness of the research base for phonics but were comfortable with their existing practice. Kuhn (2012) states that "awareness is prerequisite to all acceptable changes of theory" (p. 67). During a paradigm shift, though, there is a temptation for practitioners to resist change and, in these situations, change may only come about when it is forced or offers a strong advantage (Kuhn, 2012).  

The Factor E: ‘Old Paradigm (Nebulous)’ response type focused very much on the participant’s view about what they would not do nor recommend in relation to intervention rather than what they would.  For example, there was strong objection to the precision teaching of sight words or linking recommendations to what the school is already doing.  From a Factor E point of view the major focus of intervention was around taking away the literacy load for the pupil and providing recommendations linked to an evidence base.  The recommendations for intervention content are not clear in this worldview, however, as teaching systematic visual and auditory tracking through the word was not perceived as valuable.   Furthermore, as was discussed previously in relation to beliefs linked to Factor E, there are considered to be too many words in the English writing system that are not phonically decodable and therefore these need to be taught as whole or sight words.   There were, then, significant contradictions contained within this response type possibly arising from a limited knowledge base.

In summary, intervention for the Factor A:  ‘New Paradigm (Confident)’ response type was characterised by a systematic cumulative phonic approach indicative of the new paradigm.  All other factor response types were linked to mixed methods, with systematic synthetic phonics playing a limited role if any.   Factors other than Factor A contained significant contradictions and, in one response type (Factor E:   ‘Old Paradigm (Nebulous)’ the most explicit strategy was one of taking away the literacy load.  

5.2.3.4	Role and Understanding: EP perceptions and research based practice.

EPs associated with Factor A: ‘New Paradigm (Confident)’ perceived themselves as having a good understanding of research based early literacy teaching.  As has previously been discussed, the beliefs, assessment and intervention for this response type are all consistent with current evidence base. They believed the Simple View of Reading to be a useful framework to conceptualise reading and the Government’s core criteria for the teaching of ‘beginning reading’ to have a strong research base.    This was in contrast to all other factors.

With respect to ‘EP role and understanding’ Factor B: ‘Old Paradigm (Confident/Holistic)  view reflected high agreement that the EP would tell teaching staff if strategies they were using did not fit in with the evidence base, and that they had kept up to date with literacy interventions.  However, Factor B responses in areas of beliefs, assessment and intervention contradict this ‘up to date’ view.    Furthermore, this response type, indicated some level of unease as they would not feel confident challenging schools who sought dyslexia assessments.   It was also agreed that involvement would typically be with a child who does not have literacy difficulties alone.  

Those associated with Factor C: ‘Old Paradigm (Unease/Holistic)’ lacked confidence in using the term dyslexia or acting as a specialist in tribunal around a pupil with dyslexia.  They did however feel confident in challenging schools seeking dyslexia assessments.  The latter is interesting, given that this response type is linked to strong disagreement with statements referring to having a good understanding of the research base for effective literacy interventions and appropriate learning opportunities at the word level.  While this response type falls within the prevailing paradigm of whole language/mixed strategies, as indicated by perceptions relating to beliefs, assessment and intervention, there is also an awareness of ‘not knowing’.  This is quite a different stance from, for example, Factors B: ‘Old Paradigm (Confident/Holistic)’ and D: ‘Old Paradigm (Confident/Within-child)

Factor D was additionally associated with confidence in acting as a specialist witness at a tribunal concerning a pupil with dyslexia, and becoming involved with pupils with literacy difficulties alone.   It may be that EPs who are confident in dealing with referrals involving literacy difficulties and possible ‘dyslexia’ have such referrals directed towards them.  The BPS (1999, 2004) noted that EPs feel pressure to adopt practices around dyslexia that is not supported by the research evidence, for example, particular unease about the use of a discrepancy model. 
 
Like Factor D, a confidence to use the term ‘dyslexic’ was also linked to Factor E: ‘Old Paradigm (Nebulous) response type.   Perhaps, not surprisingly then, Factor E also agreed with the statement that EPs can become involved in pathologising when children do not learn to read.  There was though some lack of confidence in telling teaching staff if the strategies they were using were not evidence based.  

With the exception of Factor A: ‘New Paradigm (Confident)’ response type, there was neither agreement nor disagreement across the remaining Factors (‘Old Paradigm) with the statement that the Simple View of Reading is a useful framework with which to conceptualise reading.  Written feedback from participants’ points to a lack of familiarity with the framework which is likely to have resulted in a neutral response.    An awareness of the Simple View of Reading may provide EPs linked to Factors B, C, D and E (‘Old Paradigm’) with a pathway to the anomalies in the existing paradigm and the feelings of unease that can lead to reflection and change.   

One item that there was general agreement on across all participants was that EPs do have a role in the teaching and learning of literacy.    This provided helpful clarification as literacy has a tendency to be perceived as linked to the school advisory service, teaching and specialist teachers rather than to the EP role.  Indeed, it would appear to be minimal in professional training and ongoing professional development.    One participant (whose Q-sort loaded significantly onto Factor C: ‘Old Paradigm (Unease/Holistic) commented:

“As a trainee EP, I’ve been surprised by the limited input we have at university and within placement on literacy development, support and the EP role – is this because it’s not thought to be part of the EP role OR because its assumed we already have this knowledge.  Maybe this reflects a change in the training and TEPs no longer being required to have previously been teachers. However, does this match EPS expectations? It’s been very interesting – Thanks!”

The BPS (1999, 2005) also clearly sees a role for EPs, as previously noted in the Literature Review, and recommend they keep up to date with and contribute to ongoing developments in literacy research and practice.

5.3	Strengths and Limitations of the Current Study

This study utilised Q-methodology and limitations of the approach were previously mentioned in the Methodology and Results Chapters.  These include, for example, reliability as Q-methodology does not necessarily yield the same results when repeated on the same people.  However, it has been possible to replicate Q-sort with 85% consistency up to a year later (Brown, 1980).  In relation to the Q-sort in this study, it is quite feasible that EPs would change their views in line with the shifting paradigm and repeating the Q-sort at some point in the future may provide valuable information about whether EP views have grown more consistently in line with the research base.

Limitations can also be identified in relation to generalizability, that is, it is not possible to state how prevalent the given perspectives are in the wider EP population.  Q-methodology does though provide the typologies of perspectives that prevail within the population and results are generalizable to the universe of ideas about the topic area (Thomas and Baas, 1992).  The Q-study can also be at risk of bias during statement selection and data analysis phases and the actions taken to reduce this bias have previously been outlined in the Method and Results Chapters.

A possible limitation related to both the collection of the substantial concourse and then its reduction into the Q-set.   The communicability around literacy development is vast and the discussion itself can branch off into very distinct areas that could lead to further research in their own right, for example, motivation, language development, comprehension, numerous commercial reading programmes as well as theoretical models.  The lack of statements in these areas was commented on by a few participants.  I had, however, been keen to keep the focus on ‘beginning reading’ and statements which exemplified the paradigms outlined in the Literature Review.  I was satisfied, following additional checks with EP colleagues (subject experts), that the concourse and the subsequent Q-set was representative of the research area.

In order to represent concepts accurately, some of the statements were quite wordy and this could have limited participants sorting response because there was a lot to read.  However, while EPs occasionally commented that they did not understand a statement because of unfamiliarity with its content, none commented on statements being too wordy.   The number of statements was more of an issue as several EPs fed back that the Q-sort took longer than they had thought.   Despite feeling daunted initially though, the majority of EPs were positive about the activity once they had made a start and reported finding it enjoyable and thought-provoking.  For example, one participant commented, “It was a bit complicated to start with but then very interesting!  It certainly helped me think about how I view ‘literacy’ within the EP role.”

A further potential limitation was provided in feedback from participants about why they sorted statements in the middle area of the distribution grid.  This indicated either a neutral feeling about the 0 or attribution of some value, for example placing a statement in the 0 position meant it was less valuable than  +1 and more valuable than -1. These different types of valuing could be confounded in the interpretation stage and it was for this reason that greater attention was paid to items at the extreme ends of the distribution during interpretation.   At the same time careful consideration was given to feedback about placements of statements in the middle area.

Q-method’s long established status (Venables et al, 2009) gave strength to the study, providing access to subjectivity and beliefs thereby making these observable in the research (Watts and Stenner, 2012).   While different interpretations could be given for the factors, validity and reliability of the final conclusions were informed by attention to statement rankings and participants’ written feedback.  A further strength of the study is that, through the use of Q-methodology, a gap in the research in relation to EP perceptions about beginning literacy and how they match up to the evidence base has begun to be addressed.   

Other important strengths and limitations of the study were identified by participants when responding to the feedback questions (Appendix 18).  Overall, the Q-sort was well received and frequently described as interesting and thought provoking.  Participants noted that they had found themselves reflecting on their own belief systems, knowledge and practice in relation to early literacy skills.  A particular criticism related to frustration about the forced placement of statements and participant’s desire to place more items in columns than there were cells available.  A non-standard distribution could have been used where participants can assign any number of items to any of the available value ranking columns.  However, while this can allow greater freedom, lots of decisions are made by participants that make no difference to the emerging factors (Watts and Stenner, 2012).    The forced distribution tends to be favoured by Q-methodologists as this approach to ranking items is found to be the most pragmatic and convenient for both researcher and participant and, therefore, why it was chosen for this study.

Finally, some of the statements were not considered necessary by the participants.  For example, those relating to service delivery, were not considered relevant to them.  Statements that were commented on, together with participants’ comments are included in Appendix 18. 

5.4	Alternative Explanation of the Results

I chose to view the results within the context of shifting paradigms in a scientific revolution (Kuhn, 2012) as this had particular resonance with me.  The enneagram, and Fudjack and Dinkelaker’s (1999) twelve fundamental features of paradigms, also provided a helpful structure with which to interpret the factors derived from the Q-sort.   Another way of looking at results relating to scientific and social change could have been within the context of memes.  Dawkins (1976) introduced the term ‘meme’ to explain the spread of ideas and cultural phenomena according to the principles of evolution (Dawkins, 1989).  However, Kuhn (2012) focused on scientific change and new ideas being discovered whereas memes relate more to why certain beliefs catch on and persist.  This study, aimed to access and describe the dominant social perspectives around ‘beginning reading’/early literacy skills that existed rather than to explain how they had come about and why they persisted.

Another explanation of the results could be that participants who were also work colleagues of the researcher sorted the statements according to the known views of the researcher rather than according to their own beliefs.  Such demand characteristics, that is where the participant is attempting to be helpful by providing what they believe are the desired responses, can bias the results.   One participant mentioned they had become curious about the decision of the researcher to ask people they knew to complete the task.  They commented that it had been difficult to detach from previous knowledge and whether this previous experience should be taken into consideration, that is, whether to carry out the Q-sort activity with phonics in mind or literacy as a whole.  However, the majority of the large sample of participants were not familiar with the researcher’s views and, as previously mentioned in the Introduction (p.22), the sheer number and variety of statements together with the forced ranking would make it difficult for participants to consistently respond according to the beliefs of the researcher.   The participant numbers were large enough and the responses were clearly inconsistent both taken as a whole and at individual level to, in the view of the researcher, substantiate her interpretation of them.

The results could have been further considered within the context of demographic information about the EP participants.  Different local authorities may have different policies and practice, particularly given the various definitions of dyslexia and different understandings around approaches to ‘beginning reading’, either clearly described or more informal and unspoken, that guide EPs in particular directions when dealing with literacy referrals.  One participant commented that the way they had sorted the statements reflected practice in the authority in which they were employed.  Results could also have been considered within the context of length of service, age of EP, specialisms or the training institution they attended.  However, it was considered more important to identify overall perceptions rather than demographic variables since, irrespective of these, all the EP participants were qualified to work with children and advise schools.   As previously mentioned, the aim of this study was to identify prevailing viewpoints and if an investigation into such variables was considered helpful in facilitating change then this would be the subject of another research project.  It is the constructions or factors that provide the focus of the research analysis and not the constructors/participants (Kitzenger, 1987).  

5.5	The Researcher and Reflexivity

It was the personal worldview of the researcher that dictated the orientation of the study and a particular interest in the social constructions held within the EP profession around early literacy development.  The researcher also brought a significant amount of experience in the area to the study and felt well placed in researching the topic.  It was acknowledged therefore that she would have influence, to some extent, over the research process and results.  The researcher identified the boundary of the concourse (communicability of the topic area) and selected the statements for the Q-set.  In order to ensure a spread of items within appropriate perimeters and thus reduce bias, the involvement of other EPs was sought to provide a check on the instruments of the research.  The large number of statements and forced choice Q-sort process further ensured that EP participants chose the positions of statements.  The decisions made within the process and actions taken to reduce bias seemed to be validated by the results which showed a wide variation in EP responses, rather than ones simply consistent with the beliefs of the researcher, suggesting that the statement choices did have validity 

The Literature Review proved to be a significant challenge as there was no previous research in the area of study chosen.    However, at the same time, the breadth and depth of information about ‘beginning reading’ and early literacy skills was formidable and bringing a structure to this entailed regular reflection by the researcher, self-awareness of the filtering process and organisation of thoughts.  Sixteen years of experience in the area of early literacy development played an important role in informing decision making and the boundaries of the research topic.  It was though another area in which the author had a major interest, practical philosophy that fostered an open mind and a structure to explore the topic of this research in.  

Some level of frustration was experienced by the researcher at the constant reminders from an ‘academic and scientific voice’ to set out detail of the evidence base for systematic cumulative synthetic phonics for those new to the topic area.  This has been repeatedly proven over the past thirty years from a preponderance of converging evidence (Stanovich, 2006) and yet the findings of researchers (Chall, 1967; McGuinness, 1997; Stanovich, 2000; BPS, 1999, 2004) appear to have fallen on deaf ears.  However, as part of this process the researcher has found herself revisiting original beliefs about ‘beginning reading’ development and instruction and to consider the ontological and epistemological positions underpinning these beliefs. There is incredulity that whole language could ever have been thought of as a way that children should be expected to learn to read and that the eclectic approach of mixed methods could be any better.  

The importance of being mindful of philosophical positioning in day to day practice as an EP also became evident and the researcher has subsequently introduced the discussion about the ‘object of enquiry’ (for example, such social constructions as  dyslexia, aspergers, autism or attachment) and ‘way of knowing it’ into her performance management.  

During the writing process of the Discussion Chapter it become increasingly apparent that the factors or worldviews identified were more and more salient in discussing the results and, subsequently, it meant that all of the research questions were answered within the framework of the factors rather than an anticipated individual approach to each question.  

An ongoing aspect of reflection arose from discomfort linked to what increasingly became an apparent critique of the EP profession.  The inconsistency of practice and the collective anxiety for EPs around literacy referrals uncovered through this research is reflective of the researcher’s own experience.  She has been to see children that have been supported over a number of years by colleagues and the author herself, with the best intentions;  talking to frustrated parents; and being confronted by children who have never developed basic skills in literacy but have had numerous interventions which combine a variety of strategies, rotated and developed on a termly basis.   

During the write up of this research, one particular case stood out where a Year 2 child who could barely read was referred to the EP.  The EP explored the child’s self-concept as a learner, social skills, emotional development and behaviour.  No assessment was made of reading ability or word level skills, nor any recommendations given about interventions to address the child’s early literacy development.  Perhaps the latter was considered to be within the school’s remit and/or the EP did not have the knowledge base.  However, the school used whole language, some mixed methods and Reading Recovery.  The pupil was receiving no systematic phonic intervention and this continues to be the case as his lack of learning is perceived to be down to his ‘special needs’.  On reflection, the results of this research did not reveal any surprises for the researcher but rather simply confirmed her day to day experiences.   
 	
5.6	Summary of Discussion

This chapter discussed the results in relation to the research questions and the literature reviewed.  There was widespread agreement across all EP participants that that there was a need for EP involvement in the teaching of learning and literacy and also that such involvement should be informed by a research base.  Despite this, EPs’ perceptions differed considerably and their reported practice and views towards early literacy development/’beginning reading’ did not necessarily reflect the research base.  The five word views elicited through this research and their positioning within a shifting paradigm process were discussed.  While one of these world views was indicative of a paradigm shift to the new paradigm of synthetic phonics, with its focus on the word level for assessment and intervention, the remaining four world views were positioned within the prevailing or ‘old’ paradigm.  Two of these latter response types reflected a high level of confidence in knowledge of the research base and perhaps a fixedness within the ‘old paradigm’, while another response type  sat uncomfortably in the ‘old paradigm’ including some unease perhaps illustrative of the turmoil period preceding a paradigm shift (as illustrated happened through Government educational policy) .   

This chapter also outlined the strengths and limitations of the study in relation to the use of Q-methodology and further took into account participants’ feedback in response to completing the statement sorting activity.  Alternative explanations of the results were provided and the contribution and influence of the researcher was described in terms of reflexive practice.

The next chapter reflects on the key findings and their contribution to the research area as well as the implications for future research and the theory and practice of educational psychology.



					


















CHAPTER 6CONCLUSIONS

6.1	Overview

This chapter discusses my final reflection on the key findings of the research (6.2) linking in the study’s aims and research questions.  It then summarises the process and product of the research and describes its contribution to this research area (6.3).  How these contributions could influence future research (6.4) and the implications for the theory and practice of educational psychology (6.5) are then discussed.  Finally, the main message of this research endeavor is summarised (6.6).

6.2	The Research Questions:  Concluding Comments

The aim of this research was to identify EP perceptions of early literacy development, assessment and intervention and whether these perceptions were consistent with the current evidence base.  EP confidence in dealing with literacy referrals was also explored.  Through the application of Q-methodology (Stephenson, 1936), an inverted technique of factor analysis, factors or social constructions were extracted which illustrated five worldviews about early literacy development across the population of EP participants.     

Research into ‘beginning reading’ and early literacy now strongly favours systematic synthetic phonics and the mapping of letter sound correspondences.  Historically there has been a paradigm shift in the research literature from whole word and mixed methods to a focused approach on the systematic and cumulative teaching of the alphabet code and English writing system at the early stages of learning to read.  These foundations need to be established whatever age or ability of the beginning reader.  Furthermore, the research base indicates that such learning at the word level is the most beneficial intervention across individual differences and, for example, for pupils experiencing difficulties often described as ‘dyslexic’ (Stanovich, 2000).  Government policy, punctuated by the phonic check and the new curriculum, which becomes statutory for state schools in the UK from September 2014 prescribes such an approach.

The question here is to what extent do EPs’ perceptions or worldviews reflect the theoretical paradigm shift?  This study found wide disparities in the way EPs thought about early literacy/ ‘beginning reading’.  A number of EPs within the study were linked to a worldview that was consistent with a paradigm shift.  They focused on identifying gaps at the word level, that is the ability to map phoneme to grapheme through the word and knowledge of the alphabet code, and ensuring these gaps were addressed during intervention.  While this type of direct skills teaching in early literacy instruction has proved to be a major factor in developing children’s early literacy skills, the philosophical underpinnings of the whole language approach (the ‘old paradigm’) have had, and continue to have, a strong influence in the area of ‘beginning reading’, assessment  and intervention.  This influence on EP participants was evident in the current study.   EPs linked to any of the other four response types (‘Old Paradigm’) identified through the Q-sort factor analysis, reflected a more nebulous and generalised approach consistent with the turmoil of a pre-paradigm shift.  Here word level skills and knowledge were secondary, unimportant, not understood, of little interest or significance and this could result in children’s needs not being met in the most effective way.   Of the four response types or world views that were positioned within the pre-paradigm shift or ‘old paradigm’, two reflected high confidence and two low levels of confidence in relation to knowledge base and dealing with literacy referrals.   Kuhn states that "awareness is prerequisite to all acceptable changes of theory" (p. 67).  When EPs feel confident in their knowledge base and practice there is likely to be less motivation to consider possible alternatives to their beliefs while those who feel less confident and experience feelings of unease are likely to be more motivated towards change in order to improve their practice.  

With the continuing government focus on the effective teaching of early basic skills, as well as the increasing and strengthening evidence base together with the number of children not being provided with ‘appropriate learning opportunities’, this author believes it important that EPs are better informed in the area of ‘beginning reading’/early literacy development.  This includes focused professional development to ensure that word level skills and knowledge; appropriate learning opportunities;  and the evidence base for ‘beginning reading’ is better understood within the profession to best inform decision making and, thereby, children’s literacy skills and subsequent life chances (PIRLS, 2011).

6.3	The Distinctive Contribution of the Research

Since there was no other research relating to the area of EP perceptions of early literacy development, perhaps because it is assumed that EPs understand  and utilise research based practice in literacy interventions, this study does provide a distinctive contribution.    It clarifies that EPs do see that they have a role when it comes to their involvement in the development of early literacy skills but that their perceptions indicate inconsistent and contradictory practice in relation to the research base.  The study also provides then an empirical base for how EPs perceive early literacy development through a description of the types of worldview they position themselves with. Fundamental to this thesis is the importance of EPs having some understanding of their own worldviews about literacy, whether these are positioned in the context of the evidence base, and the effects on their practice and possible influence on literacy outcomes.  As applied psychologists it is important for EPs to be aware of what they know and how they know it, particularly in relation to such an important area of EP practice.  The majority of EP participants in the current study agreed their views and recommendations are sought in relation to assessment and intervention for children and young people not making progress in their literacy.  It is not perhaps surprising therefore that they also agreed that it is important for them to have a strong knowledge about evidence based practice.  

The results of this research further open up opportunity for conversation between EPs around the issue of early literacy development while at the same time providing a framework in which that discussion can take place, that is, the shifting paradigm process.  Many EPs mentioned that taking part in this research had led to them reflecting on their knowledge and practice in relation to literacy referrals.  When EPs argue for a love of books as a priority in the process of learning to read this could be explored in the context of paradigmatic criteria and compared with other priorities and the efficacy of these in relation to children’s learning.   

A further distinctive contribution is that the study sets out, in as clear a way possible, the most salient and current research into how children develop early literacy skills.  

Finally, this research illustrates the utility of Q-methodology in EP research  and the possibility of setting up communicability around specific areas of interest for inspection and measuring, thus facilitating comparison and contrasting of  views 

6.4	Implications for Future Research

In future research the Q-sort could be repeated to provide a measure of any movement through the paradigm shift.  A future Q-sort might also be divided into four smaller Q-sorts relating to beliefs, assessment, intervention and EP role to provide more specific information in these areas.  

The fact that EPs can think and practice so differently on such an important issue, despite the research and literature, raises the question of how the profession will ever come to a coherent understanding of what the EP role is.   It could, of course, be argued that EPs thinking differently about a practice issue may be less about role and paradigm shifts and more about professional groups keeping up with research findings and using evidence informed practice methods.    However, there was little evidence of this in the current study and, furthermore, without the depth of understanding provided by the ‘new paradigm’, practices employed by EPs were contradictory, for example, at an epistemological level,  and typically appeared to be informed by ideology and beliefs at a superficial level rather than informed by research.  The combination of Q-methodology in the context of a paradigm shift;  the paradigm criteria; and the enneagram employed in this current study have provided a way of illustrating the boxes in which the profession finds itself and possible ways out,  making known what is not known or at least a process by which to begin to know it.  

6.5	Implications for EP Practice

What has become evident is that the research into ‘beginning reading’ is robust and demonstrates with increasing consistency the importance of teaching the reading/writing system very explicitly through systematic and cumulative synthetic phonemic instruction.  Such instruction at the beginning stages of learning to read is seen as helpful for all children but is particularly necessary for those described as vulnerable or who experience more difficulty in acquiring early literacy skills.  EPs become involved with young people when they present with literacy delay or difficulties, even if this is just one element of a more complex picture of barriers to their learning.  The researcher, therefore, envisaged implications of the key findings of this research for EPs at three different levels: educational psychology as a profession; educational psychology services; educational psychologists as individual practitioners.  There is, of course, overlap in all of these.

6.5.1	Implications for the educational psychology profession

Discussion in the literature in relation to the profession of educational psychology frequently focuses on an attempt to define the role of the EP and the unique contribution of their role (Farrell, 2010; Gersch, 2004).  Findings from this research indicate that the role of the EP in relation to early literacy skills can be somewhat ambiguous.   

A chronology of Government policies has been provided in this research.  The author of the current study has been involved in consultations at the DfE, for example, around the primary curriculum currently being implemented in schools this term.  A review and consultation has also just begun, towards the end of 2014, at government level for initial teacher training institutions to address the teaching of early literacy skills that is consistent with the research base.  An implication of findings from the current study is that as EPs become more informed about the evidence and epistemological roots of different approaches, they may be in a better position to contribute in the areas of Government and Local Authority policy as well as initial teacher and EP training.    

6.5.2	Implications for educational psychology services

The implications for educational psychology services, within local authorities, is that they might initially explore the perceptions of their EP members as a whole with a view to examining the positioning of the description of their own service delivery within the shifting paradigm mapped in this current research.   The implication for EP practice would be the formulation of a coherent policy around the research base within which to respond in a consistent way to literacy referrals.  Having this policy in place would also support new colleagues as they joined the service.  

EPs in the current study reported that they lacked confidence in their knowledge and practice when it came to dealing with ‘dyslexia’.  An understanding of, and positioning within the new paradigm removes the need for a search for an underlying deficit and label or explanation.  Rather it enables a focus on skills and knowledge at the word level to inform targeted intervention from which progress can be carefully measured and new targets developed via an assessment through teaching/monitoring approach.   Adults and teaching practitioners delivering interventions, are likely to have themselves been taught to read through the old paradigm, and therefore have gaps in their own knowledge.  This has implications for EP Services who are in a good position to offer training within local authorities to academies, schools and parents in order to develop an understanding of appropriate learning opportunities at the word level.   EP Services might also develop information documents or leaflets for schools and parents about synthetic phonics, the alphabet code and writing system to counteract other publications widely available recommending whole word and multi-cuing strategies. 

6.5.3	Implications for EPs as individual practitioners

The results from this study indicate that there was consensus amongst the participants that EPs do have a role in the teaching and learning of literacy. This is consistent with the BPS (1999, 2004) who recommend that EPs keep up-to-date with and contribute to developments in literacy research and practice.    Furthermore, the need for EP practice to be informed by the available evidence base is raised by a number of authors in the literature (Cameron, 2006; MacKay, 2002; Fox 2003).  It follows then that what EPs think and understand about literacy, which was the aim of this study, is important and highly relevant.  The response types presented in the results here, indicate that EPs may not always be up to date with the current research base in early literacy development yet frequently believe they are.

The findings from this current study might provide a tool to open up discussion and exploration of beliefs about early literacy development in the context of a paradigm shift.  When applied to individual EPs this is relevant to professional development, self-reflection and day to day practice.  EP advice is typically sought for children not making progress in their literacy development.  It is essential therefore that research into early literacy development, particularly that informing a new paradigm, quite separate from the old paradigm, is known.  Different questions are asked and a new framework of thought with a new starting point, in this case, for example, sounds and the writing system rather than language and comprehension, is provided.  Such a framework informs applied practice during consultations with staff and parents as well as direct work with children.  It also provides a robust base for ongoing research.

The mind map, ‘Summary of the Skills and Knowledge Comprising the Word Level’, (Appendix 3, p.218) produced by the author of the current study to illustrate the breakdown of the complex of skills and knowledge required at the word level is offered as a further contribution.  EPs may find it a helpful framework in which to consider assessment at the word level and to facilitate recording of these areas in reports and consultation advice.   It might, for example, be used in conjunction with an assessment tool such as the Sounds-Write Criterion Referenced assessment or the Phonic Check.   Examples of two report layouts are included as Appendix 19. The mind map (in Appendix 3, p.218) may prove particularly useful when considering the new EP report format which feeds into the Educational and Health Care Plans for children with special educational needs.   Early literacy skills and knowledge can be broken down and systematic interventions, comprising clear objectives with measurable outcomes addressing the necessary areas, mapped out.

6.6	Summary

In this chapter reflections on the key findings concluded that EPs’ perceptions of early literacy development, assessment and intervention are varied and are not always consistent with the research base, despite the confidence in their practice by the EP.   The research literature indicates a theoretical paradigm shift in the way ‘beginning reading’ is understood yet of the five worldviews revealed in the course of this study only one was positioned within the new paradigm.  This has important implications for EPs since their advice is sought when children and young people are not making progress in reading and writing.   

The findings from this study have made a distinctive contribution to the current knowledge in identifying EPs’ perceptions, in a backdrop of very little current evidence, and the gaps in their knowledge when it comes to the foundation literacy skills since EPs may be perceived as ‘experts’ in the area by referrers.  The findings further raise implications for children’s access to appropriate support and intervention which EPs can have influence over.

It was suggested that the findings here and description of the shifting paradigm process might open up discussion amongst EPs, facilitate reflection and inform professional development.  In terms of future research the study highlights the utility of repeating the Q-sort to provide a measure of movement through the paradigm shift and changing beliefs in line with the evidence base in early literacy development.   

Finally, it was suggested that the framework/structure of thought provided by the new paradigm can inform applied EP practice, for example, when offering guidance and making decisions during assessment, intervention, consultation and training, as well as at the wider model of EP service delivery and the profession as a whole.  
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Glossary of terms used in relation to ‘‘beginning reading’’ approaches
Terminology	Definition
‘beginning reading’	In the context of this research, ‘‘beginning reading’’ is used to describe the reading approach and methodologies employed at the initial stages of learning to read, irrespective of age and ability.  
Grapheme	The printed symbol representing a phoneme which can contain between one and four letters, for example, /er/ and /igh/ in ‘lighter’ and /ough/ in ‘dough’.
Graphophonic system	The correspondence between graphemes and phonemes, considered a fall-back system to be used in the whole language approach when semantic and syntactic systems fail (Weaver, 1988).
Linguistic Phonics	An approach which draws from linguistics, the scientific study of language and its structure in relation to phonetics, as well as phonics or the correlation of sounds with symbols in an alphabet writing system.  A linguistic phonic approach emphasises sounds in speech are represented by print, a symbolic system of spellings.  It is based on the fact that sounds in language are finite (44 in English); are acquired without any specific teaching; and provide the basis for an invented code written to match them which does require instruction.  This code is taught from simple to complex, with both spelling and reading taught from the beginning in the context of whole words.
Mixed /balanced method s	A combination of whole language and phonics.  
Multi-cuing	A combination of word attack strategies said to be utilised when reading an unfamiliar word, these include semantic, syntactic and phonic.   It is argued here, that semantic and syntactic cues aid understanding of the words that have already been decoded and that the phonic cue is the starting point for beginning readers.  However, in a whole language approach the semantic and syntactic cues are considered to be the starting point for beginning readers when they come across an unknown word.
Phoneme	The smallest unit of speech sounds that can be run together to make a word.  While not needed or naturally attended to in speech, knowledge of phonemes is required for interpreting written language.
Phonemic awareness	The ability to detect, be consciously aware of, the hidden individual sounds in the continuous stream of connected speech.
Phonic approach	The study of the relationship of the letter and letter combinations in written words to the sounds they represent in spoken words (Hull and Fox, 1998, p.184).  Two approaches include ‘analytic’ and ‘synthetic’.
Phonological awareness	The ability to discriminate the underlying structure of the sounds of language, including its phonemes and syllables.
Reading Recovery	A whole language intervention for children aged 6 years who have not made progress with reading.  Delivered on a one-to-one for 30 minutes daily by a trained teacher.   
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Semantic cue	A context cue in the whole language approach to reading which can be used to predict a word without recourse to visual inspection.  Semantic cues involve incorporating the meaning of what is being read to assist with ‘decoding’ words to be read, ie, the next word should make sense in the context of the sentence’s meaning (Hempenstall, 1996).
Syntatic cue	A context cue in the whole language approach to reading which can be used to predict a word without recourse to visual inspection.  Syntatic cues arise from the logic of the system of sentence construction, ie, the next word is constrained by the rules of grammar.  
Synthetic phonics	A method by which the most commonly heard phonemes in the language are learned separately and systematically with their corresponding grapheme.  The student is taught to blend (synthesise) the known sounds together to read words and break them apart (segment) from continuous speech to write them.  Skills and code knowledge are rehearsed, reading left to right through unknown words, in cumulative decodeable texts. 
Systematic phonics	This refers to explicit, cumulative instruction in a set of pre-specified associations between graphemes and phonemes typically in texts containing controlled vocabulary.  
Traditional or Analytic phonics	Analytic phonics provides a whole to part approach. Children are first taught to identify words as a whole and then encouraged to analyse letter-to-sound or letter strings-to-chunks of sounds relations within the word.  
Whole language	A philosophy based on the belief that learning to read, like learning to speak, is a natural process.  The aim is to make meaning from text.  Words are predicted from illustrations, semantic and syntactic clues.  Breaking words down into smaller parts is considered to be distracting.  Texts are memorised and the beginning reader is expected, if at all, to come to an understanding themselves of the association between phonemes and graphemes.  
Whole word Look-say	Children are taught to recognise whole words on sight.  Typically a controlled vocabulary of high frequency words is introduced before the introduction of sounds of the alphabet.    
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Literature Search Criteria



SearchEngine	Date	Search terms/words	Number of results	Results
EBSCO	VariousDec 2012 to July 2014	EP perceptions of literacy instruction	0	No results were found that related in any significant way to this investigation.However, as reading related to thesis continued two pieces of research/investigation could be considered to look somewhat at EPs perceptions around early literacy issues:  1)  Farrell;  2)  McKay  2) BPS Dyslexia.  These pieces of literature were already in my possession and are probably available to most EPs.
EBSCO	Dec 2012 to July 2014	Whole language, whole word	477	Smith (1999) led to Smith (1975)Goodman (1986) led to Goodman (1967)Stahl, S.P & Miller (1977)Krashan, S. (2002);  Clay (1987)These searches led to critics of whole language:Turner (1990)Hempenstall (1996)Groff (1997)
EBSCO	Dec 2012 toJuly 2014	Phonics / synthetic phonics	124	Chall (1967);  Adams (1990):  Stanovich (2000);  Felton (1993):  Lyon et (2005);  Perfetti (1995)These added to the research pages and books I have accumulated over the past 20 years, for example, McGuinness (1997);  McMillan (1997); Stuart and Stainthorp (2006);  Johnston and Watson (2005);  Solity (2000);  Government policies and reviews.
EBSCO Google Scholar	Dec 2012 to July 2014	Paradigm Shift		Kuhn (2012) Fudjack & Dinkelaker (1999)
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DESCRIPTION OF THE WRITING SYSTEM AND ALPHABET CODE
(McGuinness, 1998)

The ‘beginning’ in reading and building blocks of the writing system 

If asked to think about how we learned to read, we may have no recall of the process and, if asked about the alphabet code and how it works, we may just bring to mind the 26 letters of the alphabet and their names.  Beyond the simple words, ie, that reflect one sound to one letter mapping, eg, cat, written English may not be considered ‘phonic’ or ‘phonically regular’ and, therefore, it may be assumed impossible for words to be ‘broken down’.  Perhaps a natural conclusion is that we read words as wholes and, in fact this idea has been important in informing a paradigm for reading, ‘whole language’ which is discussed in more detail later in this chapter.  McGuinness, a cognitive developmental psychologist, described by Pinker (1998, p.x) as an ‘applied scientist’, started her research into beginning reading with no knowledge of the subject area.  She began by considering what children needed to learn in their cultural context, in this case the alphabet code, and subsequently focused her attention on the writing system. This began many years of research into languages and their representations in writing.  Her groundbreaking work has been pivotal in developing understanding and informing effective teaching programmes (for example, Solity,1999) and policy at the national level (for example, DfE, 2006).  This literature review, therefore, starts predominantly with the writings of McGuinness (1997, 1998, 2004) and her description of the alphabet code, writing system and its instruction.

The English alphabet code.

In order to become readers it is necessary for children to make sense of the English alphabet code.  It could be argued, therefore, that is also important for teachers, and those advising them, to understand how this code works.   McGuinness (2011), having spent a number of years examining different writing systems, describes the English alphabet code as one of the most difficult written codes in the world even, she argues, when compared to Chinese.  She makes the fundamental point that a ‘writing system is a code in which specific elements of a language are mapped systematically to graphic signs or symbols' (p.11). In English, speech sounds are the specific elements to be encoded, they '. . . are the basis for the code, and the letters are the code' (McGuinness, p.15).  

APPENDIX 3(2)
A code enables others to access the information, as in music or numbers, so symbols have to be set up in a memorable, logical way.  The numbering system is, for example, coded on a base 10, 20, etc, to enable symbols to become redundant or to repeat so that numbers do not become overly large and contain too much information to remember.  Alphabets mark the individual phonemes in a language.  McGuinness (2004) reminds us that the symbols within the alphabet code are set in such a way that means reading and spelling are reversible and interdependent.   She further argues that when teaching the English alphabet code it is essential to use the code in the way it was designed to be used, that is the mapping of speech sound to the symbol representing it; and, therefore, the teaching of reading and spelling as part of the same process.  In this way children can become familiar with and utilize the writing system.

The English writing system

A writing system then is a code for spoken language.  Individual phonemes (or sounds) in spoken words are mapped to specific symbols.  The English language consists for 44/45 sounds and, in a perfect system, these would be represented by 44/45 symbols or letters.  McGuiness (2004) describes this as representing a transparent code, like those used in the Spanish and Finish writing systems.  For example, in Spanish there are 24 phonemes or speech sounds (de Mareuil, Corredor-Ardoy and Adda-Decker, 1999) and 28 graphemes (Tejedor, Wang, Frankel and Colas, 2008).  English, as an amalgamation of five languages introduced by the Saxons, Vikings, Normans, Romans and influenced by Greek, has a much more complex spelling system (McGuiness, 2004).  The 44/45 sounds in the English language are represented by approximately 175 graphemes.  The table below provides the key to the English written code.      

The English Alphabet Code ‘Key’ (Godsland, 2013)
/a/ mat, salmon 	 	/g/ gate, egg, ghost, guest 
/ae/ ape, baby, rain, steak, eight	 	/h/ hat, whole
/air/ hair, square, bear, prayer		/j/ jet, giant, cage, bridge
/ar/ jar, fast, aunt, heart, palm 	 	/l/schwa+l/ lip, bell, sample, pupil
/e/ peg, bread, said, friend, any 	 	/m/ man, hammer, comb, some
/ee/ sweet, me, beach, pony, people	 	/n/ nut, dinner, knee, gnat, gone
/i/ pig, wanted, gym, busy, women 	 	/ng/ ring, sink, tongue 
/ie/ kite, wild, light, fly, height, island 	 	/p/ pan, happy
/o/ log, want, cough, because 	 	/k-w/ queen
/oe/ bone, soul, boat, snow, dough	 	/r/ rat, cherry, write, rhyme 
/oi/ coin, boy	 	/s/ sun, science, city, castle, pseudo 
/oo/ book, should, put, wolf 	 	/sh/ ship, mission, station, chef, sure 
/oo/ moon, soup, do, shoe, through 	 	/t/ tap, letter, debt, waste, pterosaur
/or/ fork, ball, sauce, law, door, bought 	 	/th/ thrush 
/ow/ down, house, bough 	 	/th/ that
/u/ plug, thoroughly, tough, honey, flood 	 	/v/ vet, have, of
/ur/ turn, her, work, first, ogre, earth	 	/w/ wet, wheel, penguin
/ue/ (y-oo) unit, cue, you, fuse, mew	 	/x/ (k-s/g-z) box, exist, sticks
/b/ boy, rabbit, buoy	 	/y/ yes
/k/ cat /key, quick, school, unique	 	/z/ zip, fizz, is, cheese, xylophone 
/ch/ chip, watch, question 	 	/zh/ treasure, television, azure, beige 
/d/ dog, ladder, rubbed	 	/uh/(schwa) (​http:​/​​/​literacyblog.blogspot.com​/​2011​/​06​/​dreaded-schwa.html​) button, about, picture, doctor 
/f/ fish, coffee, photo, rough		Colours indicate example of code overlap

The original dictionary of the English language took Samuel Johnson (1755) nine years to compile.  While he enabled there to be consistency across writing, the complexity of the spoken and written language at that time resulted in him producing, either erroneously or through utility, a very complex or opaque code (McGuinness, 2011).  Johnson looked for common spellings in the English language based on each printed word at the time rather that the most common spelling for each sound in the language.   Therefore,  “English speaking children have to learn that this ‘particular spelling’ is used for this ‘particular sound’ in this ‘particular word’, but not in all words with this sound!”  (McGuinness, 2011, p.3).  For example, when a Spanish child sees the spelling <i> in a word it will always represent the ‘ee’ sound.  However, in English the ‘ee’ sound can be represented: 

<e> 	as in be	<y>	as in funny		<eigh>	as in Leigh
 <ee> 	as in see	<ie>	as in shriek		<e-e>		eve
<ea>	as in sea	<ey>	as in honey		<ei>		as in receive
<eo>	as in people	<i>	as in Victoria	

Furthermore, when an English speaking child sees the letter <i> in a word it can represent:	‘ie’	as in ivy	‘i’	as in sit	‘ee’	as in Victoria
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English speaking children have to learn that in the word ‘funny’ the ‘ee’ sound is spelt with a <y> whereas in a different word, ‘treat’, the ‘ee’ sound is spelt <ea>.  McGuinness (1999, 2004 and 2011) argues that where children are taught the right logic in the context of a highly structured curriculum, nearly all of them will learn to read and spell.  She describes the English alphabet code as ‘probabilistic’ (that is, the number of spellings used most to those used least can be calculated) and has designed a spelling dictionary, comprising 3000 words (p2).   The table below provides an extract from this dictionary showing the ‘s’ sound spelled with an <s>, followed by the ‘ee’ sound in order of frequency of spelling variation, with the most common spelling first.

Spelling Alternatives for English Alphabet Code (McGuinness, 2011). Extract from vowel sheet 8, phoneme ‘s’ followed by phoneme ‘e’ 

s	ea	ee	ie/ei	e	e-e
					severe
	shear	sheep		she	
		sheer	shield		
			shriek		
					sincere
		sleep			
		sleeve			
	sneak	sneer			
		sneeze			
	speak				
	spear	speech			
		speed			sphere
	squeak	squeeze			
	steal				
	steam	steep			
		steeple			
		steer			
	streak				
	stream	succeed			
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While this emphasizes the complexity of the English alphabet code it also illustrates that it has a ‘probability structure’.  If this is made explicit to children through careful sequencing of the learning process when they are first learning to read, the code can be mastered through their emerging skills in pattern seeking and categorising (McGuinness, 1998).

If the alphabet code is made explicit and taught in the way it was developed to be used, children are less likely to be required to put their own order on the apparent ‘chaos’ of the writing system.  Being unable to find anything that set out the code in full, McGuinness worked it out.  She argued that it was important to provide all the information to children about the English alphabet code, not just bits of it.  In the process of setting out the code using the 44/45 sounds (phonemes), McGuinness also discovered five elements of conceptual knowledge:

	Letters are symbols that represent sounds written from left to right;
	Sounds can be spelled only one way (single or double letters):  <p> or <pp>
	Sounds can be spelled with digraphs:  <ch> represents ‘ch’ or ‘k’;  <sh> represents ‘sh’;
	Individual sounds can have multiple spellings:  (eg, wait, fate, steak, say, famous, reign)
	One graphemes/spelling can have multiple decodings:  (eg, hot, no, to, son, women, woman)

Instruction in the writing system

The figure below provides a summary of the skills and knowledge required to learn the English writing system.  McGuinness proposes that a teaching programme of beginning reading is best planned and organized around the conceptual understanding required to make sense of the process of learning to read and spell.  This is consistent with Kozulin (1998) who proposed that, in such a context, ‘learning is understood as a process of knowledge, skills and concepts existent in culture, and not as a manifestation of individual abilities’ (p.54).  That is, there is recognition of the difference between cultural inventions (eg the writing system) and natural development and ability (eg, language acquisition).  Children will not necessarily make the complicated associations and connections required to master the alphabet code if left to themselves to construct it as they do naturally when developing language.
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Summary of the Skills and Knowledge Comprising the Word Level

The conceptual knowledge outlined in the figure above then, linked as it is to the cultural invention, is best taught  explicitly as children do not naturally acquire the ability to use the writing system.  In a systematic, cumulative teaching approach, at a simple level the link between one sound and one letter must be established (as that is how the reading and spelling system works).  When a child sees <p> they learn it is a symbol that represents a sound.  On this basic level of generalization, a higher level of understanding can be built that a sound can be represented by two letters, <sh>.  The simple level of the code, one letter to one sound or one letter to two sounds, can then be superceded by the concepts that a sound can be spelled in more than one way and a spelling can represent more than one sound.  The new understanding is integrated at each stage and the synthesis forms the new broader concept from which to tackle new problems.  The superordinate and subordinate system that links conceptual understanding is made available to the learner through the mediation of a teacher who already holds the understanding.  Vygotsky (1962) argues that intellectual operations, that is comparisons, judgments and conclusions, require some movement within a  net  of coordinates (p.113).   The ability to generalize concepts depends on the
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intellectual operations it is possible to perform within them as well as how they relate to each other.  In a systematic approach to the teaching of beginning reading the co-ordinates are made explicit and the learner is not left to draw their own incomplete, erroneous or misleading ones.

In order to utilize the conceptual and factual knowledge on which the alphabet system is based, the beginning reader is required to become proficient in the skills of blending (bringing sounds together for reading);  segmenting (breaking words into individual sounds for spelling);  and phoneme manipulation (trying different sounds when they come across a grapheme that can represent more than one sound, as with the <c> in ‘imperceptible’ which represents ‘s’ and not ‘k’).  These skills, through rehearsal, become automatic and the reader is able to automatically decode without conscious awareness of it, only becoming aware when faced with, for example, an unknown polysyllabic scientific word when consciousness and effort must be focused once again on the decoding process.  Piaget (2001) describes this as a sensori-motor schemata.  Once established through practice of the skills and their co-ordination, higher order skills such as comprehension and the extraction of information become the focus (Stanovich, 2008/2009).

Summary	

In summary, McGuinness set out the details of the alphabet code in the English  writing system.  She has demonstrated that it comprises an opaque spelling system unlike the transparent systems of other European countries (such as Spain and Finland where a phoneme is always represented by the same spelling).   Rather than obeying clearly defined rules, English spellings are context dependent and what a particular spelling sits next to in a particular word is significant, for example, ‘s-ea-t’, ‘th-r-ea-d’ and ‘s-t-ea-k’.  In order to read a word accurately it is necessary for the reader to process every sound/spelling.  At the same time, the reader cannot assume that each digraph is written or read in the same way in every word.   The vowel-vowel digraph, ‘ea’, for example, can be decoded in a number of ways and it is the surrounding sounds/spellings which determine how it is pronounced.  

In order to read or write a word it is necessary to know the probability of how a particular spelling in a particular word is likely to be decoded or encoded.   If these probabilities are made obvious for the learner, the brain will set up these probabilities  automatically  (McGuinness,  1998).   The  brain’s  natural  ability  to
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analyze patterns and probabilities helps it to keep track of the recurring patterns of the writing system with the minimum of effort.   McGuinness emphasizes that, to take advantage of this, the alphabet code should be taught through the mapping of phoneme to grapheme/spelling within the context of words through controlled exposure (from highest probability of occurrence) alongside varied repetition.  This is in contrast to historical and prevailing approaches to the teaching of reading where beginning readers are left to discover these patterns for themselves.  

The implication of McGuinness’ findings is that there is only a single one fit system in terms of what the reader (and writer) needs to know and be able to do to become proficient at the task of reading (and writing).  As McGuinness says there has never been a writing system that is based on units of sound at the whole word level.  In order to provide the most relevant and helpful input when it comes to literacy referrals, therefore, EPs might be expected to be cognizant of this.  The skills and knowledge content need to remain consistent and the argument that children require a mix of approaches (that necessarily involve learning a combination of writing systems to develop as readers) becomes problematic.  If children cannot learn the phonemic system they will not be able to learn to read and write, or they will be learnt incompletely.  This will be a very small number of children with very significant and considerable learning and physical developmental disorders.  The issue becomes one of how to most efficiently and effectively teach this writing system. 
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THE BETTER READING PARTNERSHIP (BRP)

Better Reading Partnership (BRP) is a whole language approach to beginning reading and a lighter touch programme based on Reading Recovery which involves 15 minute individual sessions with a Teaching Assistant 3 times per week.  The pupil who is the subject of this report, at the time of the report, struggled to read consonant vowel consonant (CVC) words.  He was not able to read the words in his BRP whole language readers outside the context of the texts presented to him in the sessions.  Six months has passed and he has barely made any progress with his phonics or reading as has not been, and is still not provided with a systematic synthetic phonic approach.  He is just beginning his fourth year in school and would score approximately three marks on the Phonic Screening Check (Appendix 4).  At the end of Year 1, pupils are expected to be scoring a minimum of 32 marks.  The pupil’s report is reproduced here:


X is progressing really well with his reading, he looks forward to coming and doesn’t mind missing class activities to join me in the Treasure Chest.  He is eager and shows enthusiasm when picking a new book and adores receiving star stickers to place next to his name for the 3 levels he has achieved.

He started the programme at the beginning of the January term (2014) on level 9 of the BRP Reading Ladder and according to the National Curriculum this places him in the 1C area.  X has raised his level to 12 with the possibility of choosing books well above this level soon.  X has become more fluent but will pause to break down words and say the sounds out loud, blending the sounds together to make the words.  Reading all the sentence will also prompt X to guess the unknown word, alongside saying the first sound.  He has read a variety of over 25 books within our time together.

The Bert’s Word Reading Test showed X to be at a reading age of 6 yrs 3 months when he started the course and now the same test calculates him to be of the reading age of 6 years 6 months, this has increased by 3 months.

X has completed 30 sessions and is reading L12 books now at a comfortable pace, to raise him to a higher level at this stage may put him off slightly due to larger words with more sounds.

Targets for reading:

Continue with the enthusiasm you have shown during the BRP to raise your levels even higher, and continue to read at home to enhance your confidence.

Date:	31/03/14		NC Year:	2



Given X’s very delayed literacy skills, if this pupil were to be referred to an EP - which he needs to be - it would be interesting to consider how those EPs linked to the factors in this study would deal with the referral and what they would make of this ‘end of intervention’ report.


Original Concourse                                                                              APPENDIX 6
No	Statement	Code
	All children are different and there is no single way to teach children to read.	
	The searchlights or multicuing method has not been useful.  (see Ofsted quote)	
	I use a cognitive assessment when exploring literacy difficulties.	
	It is necessary to cater for differing learning styles when teaching children early literacy skills.	
	the teaching of reading should be sound based not meaning based for beginner readers	
	Phonics must be just part of a balanced approach. Those who advocate phonics first and fast are extremist phonics phundamentalists.’	
	Phonics has become the overriding approach to developing childrens reading skills to the detriment of other approaches.	
	Children must be allowed to develop at their own pace, to develop a love of books, to make/create their own meaning from the text, and because all children are different, there can be no one method which suits all children, so teachers must mix and match strategies to suit the child.	
	The English alphabet code is not regular so children need to learn sight words	
	Research into Learning styles dictate that children will develop early literacy skills in different ways	
	Completing a cognitive assessment allows me to identify children's potential for learning reading	
	Looking at the difference between intelligence (through psychometrics) and a childs actual achievement allows me to identify whether a child has literacy difficulties.	
	Teachers need to adopt a variety of teaching techniques when it comes to teaching the foundations in literacy	
	Children need to learn words by sight.	
	There are too many words that are not phonically decodable.	
	Children who have literacy difficulties are those that haven't learnt having had the usual input given to all children.	
	The simple view of reading is a useful model.	
	When assessing children with literacy difficulties I use a cognitive assessment.	
	I am able to identify dyslexia.	
	I feel confident in assessing literacy difficulties and recommending interventions.	
	Even here in the UK however, there is much emphasis on activities such as rhyming and alliteration, singing and fun activities which are not at all near enough to actual core synthetic phonics teaching to be effective - or even appropriate.	
	The approach to reading in the National Literacy Strategy actually confuses children.  Whre children don’t learn we (EPS) can become involved in pathologising their subsequent literacy difficulties.	
	I think it would be very helpful to develop and encourage visual word recognition skills, particularly for words tht are not phonically regular.	
	The consultation model helps me fit in with what the school already doing which does seem to result in some progress.	
	It doesn’t work just to advise schools what to do.	
	During assessment I would want to see if it is just literacy difficulties or if the pupil is struggling with learning.  It is helpful to get an ideas as to whether it is more global.	
	If a teacher tells me a child has a difficulty with writing I would want to assess the child’s phonic knowledge. 	
	I believe that children learn to read in a developmental way, eg, they develop innately language comprehension, they then need teaching the skills of reading.  As these become more automatic the two things blend together to create an accomplished reader.	
	I believe children have an innate ability to develop language.	
	Through the teaching of segmenting for spelling and blending for reading pupils learn that writing is an inverse function of reading.	
	Because children learn to speak innately they learn to read in the same way.	
	The EPs role is to facilitate not advise.	
	I have a good understanding of the Simple View of Reading.	
	Research into learning styles dictates that children will develop early literacy skills in different ways.	
	Completing a cognitive assessment allows me to identify a pupil’s potential for learning reading.	
	Looking at the difference between intelligence (through psychometrics) and a child’s actual achievement allows me to identify whether a child has literacy difficulties.	
	The English Alphabet code is not regular so children need to learn words as a whole.	
	The proposal that reading is accomplished through a combination of cueing strategies, for which learners may have a preference, deflects from the centrality of word decoding in the reading process.	
	Accurate and fluent word decoding may be better regarded as the fundamental sub-skill required for later efficient reading for interest and information.	
	I am not familiar with the Simple View of Reading.	
	Word reading involves rapid and automatic mapping of letter strings on the the most likely pronunciation.	
	Skilled spelling also involves an implicit knowledge of the probabilities of particular letter patterns occurring together.	
	Skilled and fluent readers make little use of contextual clues in word reading other than to clarify the intended meaning when the same spelling has more than one possible meaning.	
	Unlike fluent readers, poor readers require contextual information as a compensatory strategy in assisting word recognition.	
	‘Dyslexia’ (in the sense of a serious difficulty with reading and spelling) can be prevented by good teaching.	
	No one has any problems in accepting that good instruction may prevent dyslexia (serious difficulty with reading and spelling), it is a preventable condition.	
	Children’s ability to use rhyme, alliteration and on-set rime are important skills for later reading ability.	
	Children should be encouraged to use all the cueing systems in reading, explicitly combining contextual/linguistic with phonic skills.	
	The class teacher should supplement text with appropriate pictorial/graphical cues.	
	I would administer a basic test of the student’s knowledge of sound/letter correspondences and recommend the teaching of whatever is lacking.	
	I would look at the student’s ability to comprehend spoken instructions.	
	I would assess the pupil’s reading comprehension skills.	
	I have a good understanding of the research base that informs the most effective teaching of reading and spelling.	
	With the teaching of reading it’s important to have a balanced approach.	
	It’s so difficult distinguishing instructional casualties from those children who have received effective teaching but have not been able to learn to read and spell.	
	All children are different and there is no single way to teach children to read.	
	Teaching reading is the domain of the class teacher.	
	I would be exploring contextual, behavioural, emotional factors surrounding the learning.	
	The searchlights or multicuing method has not been useful in the early teaching of reading.	
	I would carry out a cognitive assessment when responding to a referral for a child with literacy difficulties.	
	It is necessary to cater for differing learning styles when teaching children early literacy skills.	
	The teaching of reading should be sound based and not meaning based for beginning readers.	
	Phonics is just part of a balanced approach.	
	Children must be allowed to develop their reading at their own pace to develop a love of books to make their own meaning form text.	
	Because all children are different, there can be no one method which suits all children so teachers must mix and match strategies to suit the child.	
	Children struggle with letter sound correspondences when they have visual processing difficulties.	
	Some children are better at recognising words as a whole	
	Would link whole word to learning topic words.	
	Consultation model helps me fit in with what the school is already doing which does seem to result in some progress.	
	When I talk about something new schools say they can’t because they don’t have resources.	
	I don’t think we need specialist dyslexia teachers.	
	Will link it back to what programme they are using, eg Reading Recovery, 5 minute box.	
	Interleaved learning is important to increase fluency levels.	
	A specific difficulty team will be asked to go in to monitor.	
	Frustration and emotional side comes out more.	
	Child’s self confidence and discrepancy model.	
	Literacy has been one of my interests but I have not kept up to date.	
	I see the importance of letter sound correspondences.	
	Importance of direct instruction around skills eg segmenting and blending.	
	Children with literacy difficulties are not a priority for service.	
	Chidlren with literacy difficulties are referred to Specialist Teaching Service	
	A child who is dyslexic is not at risk of poor life outcomes.	
	I would want to look at what strategies the school have already put in place.	
	I would only see children with SA/CP complex issues.	
	If they want an EP assessment they could by it in.	
	Would seek specialist teacher assessment for literacy referrals.	
	I find it difficult.  I’m not sure what they mean by dyslexia – are we talking about the same things.	
	I’d do a cognitive assessment, closed test.  Will bring something different.	
	May well have done some form of auditory processing.	
	Limited by time allocation model what can we do in the time.	
	I would look at whether the strategies in school had been appropriate.  Had they moved young people on.  Had they tried something different.	
	Is it just literacy difficulties or are they struggling with learning?  Can get an idea if its more global.	
	If younger, checking out any other issues, is it specific to literacy.	
	Would want to check with parents what their main concern is.	
	I would ask the school what they are using and whether anything has enabled the pupil to make progress.	
	I would pick out present concerns as it may be emotional.  A pupil may not be able to cope with level of frustration because they can’t get it down.	
	Would want to check to to see if child is struggling with auditory or visual short term memory.	
	Need to look at comprehension.	
	BAS – visual processing may be poor and auditory side may be better.	
	I don’t know what a dyslexia assessment is.	
	I would want to know if parents read with them at home.	
	Having a joint meeting in school can reduce parent anxiety.  There’s something magical about seeing an EP.	
	Would want to explore precision teaching to show small steps of progress.	
	Would look at other ways/strategies to help pupils access learning.	
	I don’t tend to think of literacy difficulties as such but it will be about the whole child.	
	Looking at emotional impact – is there matching of children’s difficulties to intervention, teacher attributions.	
	How is the school helping the child to cope.	
	May do dynamic assessment approach to learning and mediation, impulsivivity or frustration.  Would like to get more of a feel for their approach to learning or teaching.	
	Would recommend tasks that take away the literacy load.	
	Would be interested in research basis for programmes schools are using.  Wave 1,2 or 3 – consistency of intervention.	
	A consultation would include an observation of environment, quality of teaching (eg knowledge of child, rapport with child, differentiation), demands appropriate?	
	I would give children control over words for spelling, do they have different strategies.	
	Use of whole word teaching.	
	Mastery approach to learning, acquisition, fluency, generalisation through precision teaching.	
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APPENDIX 10

University of East London
School of Psychology, Romford Road, Stratford E15 4LZ

University Research Ethics Committee
If you have any queries regarding the conduct of the programme in which you are being asked to participate, please contact the Secretary of the University Research Ethics Committee, Ms Debbie Dada, Admissions and Ethics Officer, Graduate School, University of East London, Docklands Campus, London E16 2RD (Tel 020 8223 2976, Email: d.dada@uel.ac.uk)

The Principal Investigator(s)
Derrie Clark
Educational Psychology Service, Kent County Council - East Kent Area,
Clover House, John Wilson Business Park, Thanet Way, Whitstable, Kent  CT5 3QZ
(Tel:  01227 284459, Email:  derrie.clark@kent.gov.uk (​mailto:derrie.clark@kent.gov.uk​), mobile:  07889 000433)

Consent to Participate in a Research Study
The purpose of this letter is to provide you with the information that you need to consider in deciding whether to participate in this study.

Project Title
“Educational Psychologists’ perceptions of literacy difficulties and their subsequent interventions.  A paradigm shift in thinking about teaching literacy?”

Project Description
Research over the past twenty-five years has indicated a shift in our understanding of how children learn to read or perhaps why they don’t learn.  There is currently a combination of teaching methods, theoretical models and ideas from new research that co-exist thus creating a maze through which the Educational Psychologist must tread in supporting schools to support children with literacy difficulties.  As part of my doctoral training I am carrying out an exploratory piece of research into the perceptions of Educational Psychologists in relation to early literacy development, difficulties/delay, assessment and intervention.  As part of the research participants will be asked to rank order statements in a Q-Sort activity.  A description of how to carry out the Q-sort, together with the statements, will be included in the package for each participant.

Confidentiality of the Data
All the information provided by participants will be treated with the strictest confidence and participants will not be identifiable.  Participation is voluntary and participants may withdraw at any time during data collection without disadvantage to themselves and without being obliged to give any reason. Data will be anonymised and destroyed at the end of the project.

Location
The sorting of the Q-statements will be carried out in the participant’s workplace.

Remuneration
No remuneration will be paid to participants or Local Authorities.

Disclaimer
You are not obliged to take part in this study, and are free to withdraw at any time during tests. Should you choose to withdraw from the programme you may do so without disadvantage to yourself and without any obligation to give a reason.

APPENDIX 11
UNIVERSITY OF EAST LONDON

Consent to Participate in an Experimental Programme Involving the Use of Human Participants

“Educational Psychologists’ perceptions of literacy difficulties and their subsequent interventions.  A paradigm shift in thinking about teaching literacy?”

I have the read the information leaflet relating to the above programme of research in which I have been asked to participate and have been given a copy to keep. The nature and purposes of the research have been explained to me, and I have had the opportunity to discuss the details and ask questions about this information. I understand what it being proposed and the procedures in which I will be involved have been explained to me.

I understand that my involvement in this study, and particular data from this research, will remain strictly confidential. Only the researchers involved in the study will have access to the data. It has been explained to me what will happen once the experimental programme has been completed.

I hereby freely and fully consent to participate in the study which has been fully explained to me.

Having given this consent I understand that I have the right to withdraw from the programme at any time during data collection without disadvantage to myself and without being obliged to give any reason.


Participant’s Signature ……………………………………………………………………………………………………...

Participant’s Name (BLOCK CAPITALS) ………………………………………………………………………...………

Role ..............................................................................................  Authority .......................................................................

Telephone ...................................................................... Email .............................................................................................

Address .................................................................................................................................................................................

...............................................................................................................................................................................................


PLEASE RETURN TO: Derrie Clark by FRI 31st AUGUST 2012 (or, if on Summer leave, by Fri 7th September 2012) at the email/postal address(s) below (or contact Derrie for further information, if required, before return date):

derrie.clark@kent.gov.uk  			OR:	Derrie Clark, Educational Psychologist,
Mobile:     07889 000433				Clover House, John Wilson Business Park, 
                                                                               Thanet Way, Whitstable, Kent  CT5 3QZ

Researcher

I, the researcher, confirm that I have discussed with the participant the contents of the information sheet at the first stage of their participation in the research.

Signed:                                   	 Date:	10 August 2012
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Distribution Grid Headings / Rating Scale				         APPENDIX 13


APPENDIX 14



Q-Sort Correlation Matrix                                                                                                APPENDIX15

Exemplifying Q-Sorts for Extracted Factors          	                  APPENDIX 16 (1)


Least Agree				   FACTOR A				     Most Agree

-7	-6	-5	-4	-3	-2	-1	0	1	2	3	4	5	6	7
70	8	4	1	9	2	35	6	20	16	21	12	14	15	41
(1)	11	7	5	13	3	37	19	39	22	32	17	28	27	(1)
	36	26	25	40	10	38	42	48	43	33	18	29	30	
	69	61	64	54	24	44	50	52	51	45	23	31	49	
	(4)	71	74	62	34	56	53	57	75	76	47	46	(4)	
		(5)	87	67	63	58	59	66	80	78	55	(5)		
			(6)	85	79	72	60	68	88	81	(6)			
				(7)	82	77	65	73	89	(7)				
					(8)	90	83	84	(8)					
						(9)	86	(9)						
							91							
(11)


Least Agree				  FACTOR B				       Most Agree

-7	-6	-5	-4	-3	-2	-1	0	1	2	3	4	5	6	7
70	9	3	11	8	16	17	12	7	1	23	6	35	27	55
(1)	63	4	21	29	18	22	13	15	2	25	10	36	60	(1)
	71	54	67	45	20	33	19	24	5	39	43	52	79	
	85	61	75	57	30	46	38	26	14	40	56	65	80	
	(4)	69	83	62	34	48	41	28	31	42	72	66	(4)	
		(5)	88	64	68	58	49	37	32	47	89	(5)		
			(6)	82	87	74	50	44	77	76	(6)			
				(7)	91	78	51	81	84	(7)				
					(8)	90	53	86	(8)					
						(9)	59	(9)						
							73							
(11)


Least Agree		                             FACTOR C                                       Most Agree

-7	-6	-5	-4	-3	-2	-1	0	1	2	3	4	5	6	7
11	21	58	1	17	2	3	12	10	7	13	20	27	30	52
(1)	81	63	4	18	9	5	19	14	24	15	23	33	40	(1)
	83	64	6	37	38	29	22	16	41	35	31	43	56	
	91	76	8	54	45	34	25	36	46	42	53	55	60	
	(4)	87	32	62	49	39	26	50	59	71	68	89	(4)	
		(5)	90	70	67	44	28	61	69	79	84	(5)		
			(6)	86	73	48	47	66	72	88	(6)			
				(7)	75	80	51	74	85	(7)				
					(8)	82	57	77	(8)					
						(9)	65	(9)						
							78							
(11)

Exemplifying Q-Sorts for Extracted Factors (cont’d)              APPENDIX 16 (2)


Least Agree				   FACTOR D				      Most Agree

-7	-6	-5	-4	-3	-2	-1	0	1	2	3	4	5	6	7
11	12	17	18	2	5	24	3	4	1	35	30	20	26	10
(1)	16	22	19	9	8	49	6	13	14	43	36	61	31	(1)
	44	67	38	29	21	53	7	23	15	56	40	68	39	
	79	74	83	50	42	60	25	32	27	62	48	81	47	
	(4)	85	87	69	54	65	34	41	28	64	55	91	(4)	
		(5)	88	73	80	70	37	51	33	71	59	(5)		
			(6)	77	82	72	45	52	46	84	(6)			
				(7)	86	78	63	57	58	(7)				
					(8)	89	66	90	(8)					
						(9)	75	(9)						
							76							
(11)


Least Agree				FACTOR E				 Most Agree

-7	-6	-5	-4	-3	-2	-1	0	1	2	3	4	5	6	7
75	37	35	13	15	4	1	6	17	10	7	53	2	27	3
(1)	63	62	18	22	24	16	8	20	11	9	57	5	52	(1)
	72	80	54	44	29	19	32	25	12	14	65	26	56	
	88	84	76	45	38	21	36	34	30	42	73	55	68	
	(4)	87	79	64	51	23	46	40	31	58	83	59	(4)	
		(5)	81	69	70	28	48	41	33	60	90	(5)		
			(6)	91	74	49	50	43	39	77	(6)			
				(7)	89	66	61	47	71	(7)				
					(8)	86	67	85	(8)					
						(9)	78	(9)						
							82							
(11)



Factor correlations for the 5 extracted factors (Varimax, PCQ).

Factors 		   A		   B		  C		  D		   E
	A			   0		 28		 23		 11		   2
	B			 28		   0		 41		 23		 16
	C			 23		 41		   0		 25		 28
	D			 11		 23		 25		   0		 19
	E			   2 		 16		 28		 19		   0

Reliability		 97		 95		 88		 88		 80
Std. errors		 55		 73		112		112		150	

Factor interpretation crib sheet for Factor A				APPENDIX 17 (1)

Item Number and Wording	Factor Arrays
Items ranked +7 and +6 for Factor A	A	B	C	D	E
41	I would recommend a cumulative, systematic phonic approach to the teaching of early literacy skills.	7	0	2	1	1
15	Accurate and fluent word decoding may be better regarded as the fundamental sub-skill required for later efficient reading for interest and information.	6	-1	3	2	-3
27	EP recommendations in literacy interventions should be linked to an evidence base.	6	-6	5	2	6
30	I would recommend direct instruction around skills of segmenting and blending.	6	2	6	4	2
49	I would administer a basic test of the student’s knowledge of sound/letter correspondences to inform intervention.	6	0	-2	-1	-1
Items Ranked Higher in Factor A than in Other Factor Arrays					
14	Even if children develop language innately that doesn’t mean to say they will learn to read innately.	5	-2	1	2	3
28	I would advise that children need to be taught to systematically track through the word from left to right, both visually and auditorally	5	-1	0	2	-1
29	I would recommend an intervention that teaches reading and writing as reversible functions.	5	3	-1	-3	-2
31	I see the importance of teaching letter sound correspondences.	5	-2	4	6	2
46	My understanding of the skills that comprise the Word Level of literacy learning informs my assessment when exploring literacy difficulties.	5	1	2	2	0
12	Word reading involves rapid and automatic mapping of letter strings on to the most likely pronunciation.	4	0	0	-6	2
17	The proposal that reading is accomplished through a combination of cueing strategies, for which learners may have a preference, deflects from the centrality of word decoding in the reading process.	4	1	-3	-5	1
18	The teaching of reading should be sound based not meaning based for beginner readers.	4	2	-3	-4	-4
23	Progress in literacy acquisition is dependent on ongoing assessment linked with appropriate learning opportunities.	4	-3	4	1	-1
45	My understanding of the elements of conceptual knowledge on which the Word Level of literacy learning is built informs my assessment.	3	3	-2	0	-3
76	I have a good understanding of the research base that informs the most effective teaching methods of early literacy skills.	3	-3	-5	0	-4
19	The ‘searchlights’ or multi-cueing method has not been useful in the teaching of early reading skills for the majority of children.	0	0	0	-4	-1
44	Standardised tests do not tend to throw any light on where the gaps are in the child’s learning.	-1	-1	-1	-6	-3
Items Ranked Lower in Factor A than in Other Factor Arrays					
59	I would carry out an assessment of the student’s ability to comprehend spoken instructions.	0	0	2	4	5
20	Children have an innate ability to learn language comprehension	1	2	4	5	1
68	 I am often asked to diagnose dyslexia.	1	2	4	5	6
3	The majority of children leave primary school with adequate literacy skills.	-2	5	-1	0	7
24	I would emphasise activities such as rhyming and alliteration to facilitate children’s reading skills.	-2	-1	2	-1	-2
34	I have recommend Letters & Sounds as an intervention for children with delayed literacy skills.	-2	2	-1	0	1
40	I would encourage teachers to link whole word learning to learning topic words.	-3	-3	6	4	1
1	Phonics has become an overriding approach to developing children’s reading skills to the detriment of other approaches.	-4	-2	-4	2	-1
5	There are too many words that are not phonically decodable using a synthetic phonic approach therefore children need to be taught words as a whole, ie, sight words.	-4	-2	-1	-2	5
25	I would advise teachers to mix and match strategies to suit a child’s learning style.	-4	-3	0	0	1
4	Children with dyslexic type difficulties require different strategies to children who are having difficulty learning early literacy skills.	-5	5	-4	1	-2
7	It is necessary to cater for different learning styles when teaching children early literacy skills (for example, teaching sight words for those with a visual learning style).	-5	-1	2	0	3
26	I would encourage the Class Teacher to supplement text decoding with appropriate pictorial / graphical / grammatical cues.	-5	-1	0	6	5
61	I would carry out a cognitive assessment when responding to a referral for a child with literacy difficulties as it would add an extra dimension.	-5	5	1	5	0
71	I would be interested to explore any discrepancies between ability and literacy skills.	-5	6	3	3	2
Items ranked at -6 and -7 for Factor A					
8	Children have an innate ability to learn to read in the same way that learning to speak is a natural part of child development.	-6	3	-4	-2	0
36	I would recommend that children be encouraged to combine all the cueing systems in reading, ie pictures, sentence and context cues, explicitly combining contextual/linguistic cues with phonic skills.	-6	-5	1	4	0
69	Looking at the difference between intelligence (through psychometrics) and a child’s attainment scores helps me to identify a child’s potential for learning to read/spell. 	-6	5	2	-3	-3
70	Looking at the difference between intelligence (through psychometrics) and a child’s actual achievement allows me to identify why a child has literacy difficulties.	-7	7	-3	-1	-2


Factor interpretation crib sheet for Factor B 			APPENDIX 17 (4)

Item Number and Wording	Factor Arrays
Items ranked +7 and +6 for Factor B	A	B	C	D	E
70	Looking at the difference between intelligence (through psychometrics) and a child’s actual achievement allows me to identify why a child has literacy difficulties.	-7	7	-3	-1	-2
9	The way early literacy skills are taught in schools is sufficient for the majority of children so it is just pupils with learning difficulties who don’t make progress.	-3	6	-2	-3	3
63	The BAS/WORD reading tests help to identify the gaps in reading instruction to inform intervention strategies.	-2	6	-5	0	-6
71	I would be interested to explore any discrepancies between ability and literacy skills.	-5	6	3	3	2
85	I have not kept up to date with literacy interventions.	-3	6	2	-5	1
Items Ranked Higher in Factor B than in Other Factor Arrays					
4	Children with dyslexic type difficulties require different strategies to children who are having difficulty learning early literacy skills.	-5	5	-4	1	-2
54	I find the SATs provides a useful tool to identify the gaps in a pupil’s literacy learning.	-3	5	-3	-2	-4
61	I would carry out a cognitive assessment when responding to a referral for a child with literacy difficulties as it would add an extra dimension.	-5	5	1	5	0
69	Looking at the difference between intelligence (through psychometrics) and a child’s attainment scores helps me to identify a child’s potential for learning to read/spell. 	-6	5	2	-3	-3
11	A child’s ability to learn to decode and encode words is dependent on their comprehension skills.	-6	4	-7	-7	2
21	Teachers should provide a single consistent approach, rather than a ‘mix and match’ of strategies, when considering learning content for children requiring intervention.	3	4	-6	-2	-1
67	EPs do not need to be involved in the assessment of literacy difficulties.	-3	4	-2	-5	0
75	The current government’s core criteria for the teaching of reading has a strong evidence base.	2	4	-2	0	-7
83	When children don’t learn to read EPs can become involved in pathologising.	0	4	-6	-4	4
88	I don’t think specialist dyslexia teachers should be necessary since teachers should have the skills and knowledge to teach early literacy skills.	2	4	3	-4	-6
8	Children have an innate ability to learn to read in the same way that learning to speak is a natural part of child development.	-6	3	-4	-2	0
45	My understanding of the elements of conceptual knowledge on which the Word Level of literacy learning is built informs my assessment.	3	3	-2	0	-3
62	Dyslexia screening tests are useful in helping to diagnose literacy difficulties to inform interventions.	-3	3	-3	3	-5
64	There are tools we can use to diagnose dyslexia.	-4	3	-5	3	-3
82	I have recommend Letters & Sounds as an intervention for children with delayed literacy skills.	-2	3	-1	-2	0
87	EPs do not have a role in the teaching and learning of literacy.	-4	2	-5	-4	-5
74	EPs do not need to know about the minutiae of how to teach reading.	-4	1	1	-5	-2
19	The ‘searchlights’ or multi-cueing method has not been useful in the teaching of early reading skills for the majority of children.	0	0	0	-4	-1
38	When talking about doing something new, schools say they can’t because they don’t have the resources.	-1	0	-2	-4	-2
44	Standardised tests do not tend to throw any light on where the gaps are in the child’s learning.	-1	-1	-1	-6	-3
Items Ranked Lower in Factor B Array than in Other Factor Arrays					
33	I would emphasise the importance of interleaved learning.	3	1	5	2	2
59	I would carry out an assessment of the student’s ability to comprehend spoken instructions.	0	0	2	4	5
41	I would recommend a cumulative, systematic phonic approach to the teaching of early literacy skills.	7	0	2	1	1
14	Even if children develop language innately that doesn’t mean to say they will learn to read innately.	5	-2	1	2	3
31	I see the importance of teaching letter sound correspondences.	5	-2	4	6	2
23	Progress in literacy acquisition is dependent on ongoing assessment linked with appropriate learning opportunities.	4	-3	4	1	-1
39	Interventions should provide a good balance of fun activities alongside the core synthetic phonic teaching to be effective.	1	-3	-1	6	2
40	I would encourage teachers to link whole word learning to learning topic words.	-3	-3	6	4	1
42	I would recommend tasks that take away the literacy load.	0	-3	3	-2	3
47	I feel confident in assessing literacy difficulties.	4	-3	0	6	1
6	Children need to develop a love of books.	0	-4	-4	0	0
10	Phonics is just part of a balanced approach to the teaching of reading at the early stages.	-2	-4	1	7	2
43	I would want to explore precision teaching to show small steps of progress.	2	-4	5	3	1
56	During consultation, following a referral for a child with literacy difficulties, I would want to explore any emotional, self-esteem issues as causal factors.	-1	-4	6	3	6
89	I would feel confident to challenge schools that are seeking dyslexia assessments.	2	-4	5	-1	-2
35	I would advise precision teaching of sight words as whole words.	-1	-5	3	3	-5
52	It is important to consult with parents to discover their overall concerns when assessing children with literacy difficulties.	1	-5	7	1	6
65	I would carry out a dynamic assessment to get a feel for the pupil’s approach to mediation, eg, impulsivity, frustration.	0	-5	0	-1	4
66	The Local Authority Psychology Service use a consultation model which helps me to fit in with what the school is already doing.	1	-5	1	0	-1
Items Ranked at -6 and -7 for Factor B					
27	EP recommendations in literacy interventions should be linked to an evidence base.	6	-6	5	2	6
60	Where a pupil is referred with delayed literacy skills, I would explore appropriate learning opportunities with the school to find out what is working for the school.	0	-6	6	-1	3
79	I would not typically become involved with a child with literacy difficulties alone.	-2	-6	3	-6	-4
80	I would tell teaching staff if the strategies they were using to teach early literacy skills were not evidenced based.	2	-6	-1	-2	-5
55	When  a child is referred with literacy difficulties, I would  explore whether there had been appropriate learning opportunities.	4	-7	5	4	5











Factor interpretation crib sheet for Factor C 			APPENDIX 17 (7)

Item Number and Wording	Factor Arrays
Items ranked +7 and +6 for Factor C	A	B	C	D	E
52	It is important to consult with parents to discover their overall concerns when assessing children with literacy difficulties.	1	-5	7	1	6
30	I would recommend direct instruction around skills of segmenting and blending.	6	2	6	4	2
40	I would encourage teachers to link whole word learning to learning topic words.	-3	-3	6	4	1
56	During consultation, following a referral for a child with literacy difficulties, I would want to explore any emotional, self-esteem issues as causal factors.	-1	-4	6	3	6
60	Where a pupil is referred with delayed literacy skills, I would explore appropriate learning opportunities with the school to find out what is working for the school.	0	-6	6	-1	3
Items Ranked Higher in Factor C than in Other Factor Arrays					
33	I would emphasise the importance of interleaved learning.	3	1	5	2	2
43	I would want to explore precision teaching to show small steps of progress.	2	-4	5	3	1
55	When  a child is referred with literacy difficulties, I would  explore whether there had been appropriate learning opportunities.	4	-7	5	4	5
89	I would feel confident to challenge schools that are seeking dyslexia assessments.	2	-4	5	-1	-2
23	Progress in literacy acquisition is dependent on ongoing assessment linked with appropriate learning opportunities.	4	-3	4	1	-1
84	Other ‘specialist teacher’ teams, not EP team, will go in when a pupil is referred for literacy difficulties.	1	-2	4	3	-5
13	Unlike fluent readers, poor readers require contextual information as a compensatory strategy in assisting word recognition.	-3	0	3	1	-4
35	I would advise precision teaching of sight words as whole words.	-1	-5	3	3	-5
42	I would recommend tasks that take away the literacy load.	0	-3	3	-2	3
79	I would not typically become involved with a child with literacy difficulties alone.	-2	-6	3	-6	-4
24	I would emphasise activities such as rhyming and alliteration to facilitate children’s reading skills.	-2	-1	2	-1	-2
72	If schools want an EP assessment they can buy it in.	-1	-4	2	-1	-6
50	It can be difficult distinguishing instructional casualties from children who have literacy difficulties arising from within child factors.	0	0	1	-3	0
74	EPs do not need to know about the minutiae of how to teach reading.	-4	1	1	-5	-2
77	I am not familiar with the Simple View of reading.	-1	-2	1	-3	3
19	The ‘searchlights’ or multi-cueing method has not been useful in the teaching of early reading skills for the majority of children.	0	0	0	-4	-1
44	Standardised tests do not tend to throw any light on where the gaps are in the child’s learning.	-1	-1	-1	-6	-3
Items Ranked Lower in Factor C Array than in Other Factor Arrays					
57	I would carry out (protected) word reading and spelling tests.	1	3	0	1	4
5	There are too many words that are not phonically decodable using a synthetic phonic approach therefore children need to be taught words as a whole, ie, sight words.	-4	-2	-1	-2	5
48	It would be important to administer a battery of tests of phonological skills.	1	1	-1	4	0
49	I would administer a basic test of the student’s knowledge of sound/letter correspondences to inform intervention.	6	0	-2	-1	-1
86	I find it does not work just to advise schools what to do.	0	-1	-3	-2	-1
1	Phonics has become an overriding approach to developing children’s reading skills to the detriment of other approaches.	-4	-2	-4	2	-1
6	Children need to develop a love of books.	0	-4	-4	0	0
32	I feel confident in my knowledge base of evidence based literacy interventions to advise schools on strategies for children who are not making progress with literacy.	3	-2	-4	1	6
90	I would  feel confident to use the term ‘dyslexic’.	-1	1	-4	1	4
58	I would be confident in providing a diagnosis of dyslexia.	-1	1	-5	2	3
64	There are tools we can use to diagnose dyslexia.	-4	3	-5	3	-3
76	I have a good understanding of the research base that informs the most effective teaching methods of early literacy skills.	3	-3	-5	0	-4
Items Ranked at -6 and -7 for Factor C					
21	Teachers should provide a single consistent approach, rather than a ‘mix and match’ of strategies, when considering learning content for children requiring intervention.	3	4	-6	-2	-1
81	I have a clear understanding of appropriate learning opportunities for teaching at the word level.	3	-1	-6	5	-4
83	When children don’t learn to read EPs can become involved in pathologising.	0	4	-6	-4	4
91	I would feel confident acting as a specialist witness in a tribunal around a pupil with dyslexia.	0	2	-6	5	-3
11	A child’s ability to learn to decode and encode words is dependent on their comprehension skills.	-6	4	-7	-7	2
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Item Number and Wording	Factor Arrays
Items ranked +7 and +6 for Factor D	A	B	C	D	E
10	Phonics is just part of a balanced approach to the teaching of reading at the early stages.	-2	-4	1	7	2
26	I would encourage the Class Teacher to supplement text decoding with appropriate pictorial / graphical / grammatical cues.	-5	-1	0	6	5
31	I see the importance of teaching letter sound correspondences.	5	-2	4	6	2
39	Interventions should provide a good balance of fun activities alongside the core synthetic phonic teaching to be effective.	1	-3	-1	6	2
47	I feel confident in assessing literacy difficulties.	4	-3	0	6	1
Items Ranked Higher in Factor D than in Other Factor Arrays					
20	Children have an innate ability to learn language comprehension	1	2	4	5	1
61	I would carry out a cognitive assessment when responding to a referral for a child with literacy difficulties as it would add an extra dimension.	-5	5	1	5	0
81	I have a clear understanding of appropriate learning opportunities for teaching at the word level.	3	-1	-6	5	-4
91	I would feel confident acting as a specialist witness in a tribunal around a pupil with dyslexia.	0	2	-6	5	-3
36	I would recommend that children be encouraged to combine all the cueing systems in reading, ie pictures, sentence and context cues, explicitly combining contextual/linguistic cues with phonic skills.	-6	-5	1	4	0
48	It would be important to administer a battery of tests of phonological skills.	1	1	-1	4	0
35	I would advise precision teaching of sight words as whole words.	-1	-5	3	3	-5
62	Dyslexia screening tests are useful in helping to diagnose literacy difficulties to inform interventions.	-3	3	-3	3	-5
64	There are tools we can use to diagnose dyslexia.	-4	3	-5	3	-3
1	Phonics has become an overriding approach to developing children’s reading skills to the detriment of other approaches.	-4	-2	-4	2	-1
37	I would link recommendations back to what programmes the school are using.	-1	-1	-3	0	-6
Items Ranked Lower in Factor D Array than in Other Factor Arrays					
53	I would observe the pupil in a reading intervention session as part of an assessment for literacy difficulties.	0	0	4	-1	4
78	The Simple View of Reading is a useful model with which to conceptualise reading.	3	1	0	-1	0
2	Children must be allowed to develop reading at their own pace.	-2	-2	-2	-3	5
29	I would recommend an intervention that teaches reading and writing as reversible functions.	5	3	-1	-3	-2
50	It can be difficult distinguishing instructional casualties from children who have literacy difficulties arising from within child factors.	0	0	1	-3	0
73	I am limited by what I can do in the time dictated by a time allocation model.	1	0	-2	-3	4
77	I am not familiar with the Simple View of reading.	-1	-2	1	-3	3
18	The teaching of reading should be sound based not meaning based for beginner readers.	4	2	-3	-4	-4
19	The ‘searchlights’ or multi-cueing method has not been useful in the teaching of early reading skills for the majority of children.	0	0	0	-4	-1
38	When talking about doing something new, schools say they can’t because they don’t have the resources.	-1	0	-2	-4	-2
17	The proposal that reading is accomplished through a combination of cueing strategies, for which learners may have a preference, deflects from the centrality of word decoding in the reading process.	4	1	-3	-5	1
22	Dyslexia (in the sense of a serious difficulty with reading and spelling at the word level) can be prevented by good teaching.	2	1	0	-5	-3
67	EPs do not need to be involved in the assessment of literacy difficulties	-3	4	-2	-5	0
74	EPs do not need to know about the minutiae of how to teach reading.	-4	1	1	-5	-2
85	I have not kept up to date with literacy interventions.	-3	6	2	-5	1
Items Ranked +6 and +7 for Factor D					
12	Word reading involves rapid and automatic mapping of letter strings on to the most likely pronunciation.	4	0	0	-6	2
16	Skilled and fluent readers make little use of contextual cues in word reading other than to clarify the intended meaning when the same spelling has more than one possible sound.	2	2	1	-6	-1
44	Standardised tests do not tend to throw any light on where the gaps are in the child’s learning.	-1	-1	-1	-6	-3
79	I would not typically become involved with a child with literacy difficulties alone.	-2	-6	3	-6	-4
11	A child’s ability to learn to decode and encode words is dependent on their comprehension skills.	-6	4	-7	-7	2
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Item Number and Wording	Factor Arrays
Items Ranked at +7 and +6 for Factor E Array	A	B	C	D	E
3	The majority of children leave primary school with adequate literacy skills.	-2	5	-1	0	7
27	EP recommendations in literacy interventions should be linked to an evidence base.	6	-6	5	2	6
32	I feel confident in my knowledge base of evidence based literacy interventions to advise schools on strategies for children who are not making progress with literacy.	3	-2	-4	1	6
52	It is important to consult with parents to discover their overall concerns when assessing children with literacy difficulties.	1	-5	7	1	6
56	During consultation, following a referral for a child with literacy difficulties, I would want to explore any emotional, self-esteem issues as causal factors.	-1	-4	6	3	6
68	 I am often asked to diagnose dyslexia.	1	2	4	5	6
Items Ranked Higher in Factor E Array than in Other Factor Arrays					
2	Children must be allowed to develop reading at their own pace.	-2	-2	-2	-3	5
5	There are too many words that are not phonically decodable using a synthetic phonic approach therefore children need to be taught words as a whole, ie, sight words.	-4	-2	-1	-2	5
26	I would encourage the Class Teacher to supplement text decoding with appropriate pictorial / graphical / grammatical cues.	-5	-1	0	6	5
55	When  a child is referred with literacy difficulties, I would  explore whether there had been appropriate learning opportunities.	4	-7	5	4	5
59	I would carry out an assessment of the student’s ability to comprehend spoken instructions.	0	0	2	4	5
57	I would carry out (protected) word reading and spelling tests.	1	3	0	1	4
65	I would carry out a dynamic assessment to get a feel for the pupil’s approach to mediation, eg, impulsivity, frustration.	0	-5	0	-1	4
73	I am limited by what I can do in the time dictated by a time allocation model.	1	0	-2	-3	4
83	When children don’t learn to read EPs can become involved in pathologising.	0	4	-6	-4	4
90	I would  feel confident to use the term ‘dyslexic’.	-1	1	-4	1	4
7	It is necessary to cater for different learning styles when teaching children early literacy skills (for example, teaching sight words for those with a visual learning style).	-5	-1	2	0	3
42	I would recommend tasks that take away the literacy load.	0	-3	3	-2	3
58	I would be confident in providing a diagnosis of dyslexia.	-1	1	-5	2	3
60	Where a pupil is referred with delayed literacy skills, I would explore appropriate learning opportunities with the school to find out what is working for the school.	0	-6	6	-1	3
77	I am not familiar with the Simple View of reading.	-1	-2	1	-3	3
Items Ranked Lower in Factor E Array than in Other Factor Arrays					
46	My understanding of the skills that comprise the Word Level of literacy learning informs my assessment when exploring literacy difficulties.	5	1	2	2	0
20	Children have an innate ability to learn language comprehension	1	2	4	5	1
24	I would emphasise activities such as rhyming and alliteration to facilitate children’s reading skills.	-2	-1	2	-1	-2
51	The government’s proposed phonic screening check for six year olds will be helpful to EPs when exploring gaps in learning.	2	0	0	1	-2
70	Looking at the difference between intelligence (through psychometrics) and a child’s actual achievement allows me to identify why a child has literacy difficulties.	-7	7	-3	-1	-2
15	Accurate and fluent word decoding may be better regarded as the fundamental sub-skill required for later efficient reading for interest and information.	6	-1	3	2	-3
45	My understanding of the elements of conceptual knowledge on which the Word Level of literacy learning is built informs my assessment.	3	3	-2	0	-3
13	Unlike fluent readers, poor readers require contextual information as a compensatory strategy in assisting word recognition.	-3	0	3	1	-4
18	The teaching of reading should be sound based not meaning based for beginner readers.	4	2	-3	-4	-4
54	I find the SATs provides a useful tool to identify the gaps in a pupil’s literacy learning.	-3	5	-3	-2	-4
79	I would not typically become involved with a child with literacy difficulties alone.	-2	-6	3	-6	-4
35	I would advise precision teaching of sight words as whole words.	-1	-5	3	3	-5
62	Dyslexia screening tests are useful in helping to diagnose literacy difficulties to inform interventions.	-3	3	-3	3	-5
Items Ranked at -6 and -7 for Factor E Array					
37	I would link recommendations back to what programmes the school are using.	-1	-1	-3	0	-6
63	The BAS/WORD reading tests help to identify the gaps in reading instruction to inform intervention strategies.	-2	6	-5	0	-6
72	If schools want an EP assessment they can buy it in.	-1	-4	2	-1	-6
88	I don’t think specialist dyslexia teachers should be necessary since teachers should have the skills and knowledge to teach early literacy skills.	2	4	3	-4	-6
75	The current government’s core criteria for the teaching of reading has a strong evidence base.	2	4	-2	0	-7



























RESPONSES TO FEEDBACK QUESTIONS    				               APPENDIX 18	
(provided on ‘Q-Sort Distribution Grid and Feedback Questions’)

Question 1)	How did you find the Q-sort in general?
EP	Response	Exemplar(Factor)	Code
1	Interesting.	No	
2	Interesting and, I would guess, effective.	No	
3	Thought provoking.  Required me to reflect on the values/ principles which underpin my work.  Took longer than I had anticipated.	No	
4	Quite difficult.  It was difficult to prioritise some statements, as many were similar or had similar value for me.	Yes (A)	
5	I found it was difficult as I don’t have a great knowledge of literacy difficulties.	No	
6	Fairly difficult.  Made me think a lot more about priorities of statements than a simple questionnaire.  Also, having a limited number of places for each scale could be infuriating.	No	
7	Time consuming, it was tricky placing some as I felt they were context dependent.	Yes (C)	
8	OK – clear instructions.	Yes (A)	
9	Fun!  Some of the questions I had to really think about and some I thought were definitely ‘not  …. ‘.	Yes (A)	
10	The selection of statements covers a range of approaches and issues in the involvement of EPs in literacy teaching and assessment.	No	
11	Interesting, thought provoking, time consuming, it really made me consider the role of the EP with regard to literacy and my own views of dyslexia.	No	
12	A little daunting to start with, in terms of making the decisions but quite enjoyable after that.   Made me think about what is important/salient within my practice.	Yes (A)	
13	Quite tricky – so many statements to sort through and some could be interpreted in various ways – ie dependent on individual situations.  Eg, may recommend interventions based on what school is already doing generally if appropriate.	No	
14	Good.	No	
15	-	No	
16	Interesting methodology, shifting sands as I constantly repositioned the statements.  The final positioning of statements seemed more reliable at the extremes of the scales, whilst some statements within the central area were placed rather more arbitrarily.	No	
17	Always interesting to take part in research.  I found the task of finding one statement at the extremes artificial, as there were a number of statements that I felt I disagreed/agreed with equally that I had to ‘rate’ at different strengths of agreement just to fit the grid, rather than because of my real view.  Deciding which I agreed with ‘more’ than others difficult as statements are so varied.  However, very interesting to do and look forward to reading the results.	No	
18	There were a lot of statements to sort through.	No	
19	Once I got ‘into it’, it was fine.	No	
20	Fine – obviously the more statements, the harder it is.	Yes (C)	
21	The instructions were clear and straight forward.  The process provided an opportunity to reflect on some core thinking.	No	
22	Potential to be onerous was reduced by forcing myself to make quick decisions around statements.	No	
23	Very thought provoking – it got me in touch with my belief system;  and showed me that reading difficulties (for me) have a strong environmental link.  I found the activity a powerful learning experience.	No.	
24	Interesting to do a Q-sort – haven’t done one since my undergraduate days.  I found the subject matter more difficult to focus on as it doesn’t really interest me as an ed psych.  Probably because it is not an area I am often involved in.	Yes (B)	
25	OK – However 3 issues arose:  1)  Became curious about decision to ask people who are known to complete task – as  I found this difficult to detach knowledge from previous experience and whether this should be taken into consideration, eg whether just phonics or literacy as a whole;  2)  Statutory experience as I guess more recent information / knowledge re evidence base limited to discussion with you (researcher);  3)  Some statements difficult to place, eg Statement 21 > true/ and would agree but only if appropriate strategy.	Yes (A)	
26	Fine – quite good fun.	Yes (A)	
27	Very thought provoking and I need to do a lot more research!	No	
28	It was interesting to reflect upon my belief system regarding literacy interventions.	Yes (B)	
29	Quite fun, but hard to sort out 91 and some statements seemed very similar.  Time consuming.  I had to sort and resort several times and still not sure!	No	
30	-	No	
31	It was a bit complicated to start with, but then very interesting!  It certainly helped me to think about how I view ‘literacy’ within the EP role.  The instructions and examples were very clear and helpful!	Yes (C)	
32	An interesting opportunity to reflect on my own experiences with children with literacy difficulties, coupled with my current awareness of my own children learning to read.	No	
33	I found it okay but would have appreciated a column for items I didn’t understand.  Also there were some that I felt I sometimes agreed and sometimes disagreed.	No	
34	Fairly straight forward to do.  Quite interesting – would have liked to do it in a group and discuss afterwards.	Yes (A)	
35	Interesting, systematic approach, has helped me reflect upon areas for development.	No	
36	Fiddley, time consuming and I felt that I was forced to choose ranking for certain items.	Yes (D)	
37	Time intensive, but surprisingly interesting.	No	
38	It helped me define my thoughts about dyslexia.	No	
39	This was interesting to do and made me think about my current and past practice in relation to dyslexia.	Yes (B)	
40	Fun and challenging.	Yes (D)	
41	Sometimes tricky to order statements – I seemed to have more positive statements.	No	
42	Very interesting but challenging as I have strong views about the teaching of essential literacy skills and it was difficult to choose between several of the items which I felt equally strong about.	Yes (A)	
43	Interesting, challenging but a bit time consuming!	Yes (E)	
44.	A little confusing to begin with.  Took time.	No	
45	Challenging due to time constraints.	Yes (B)	
46	Time consuming but held my interest.  Instructions were clear – unambiguous.	Yes (B)	
47	Bit long winded.	No	
48	-	No	




Question 2)	What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the way you did (in terms of the content)?
EP	Response	Exemplar(Factor)	Code
1	The ‘agree’ statements were much easier to sort into the appropriate columns	No	
2	Some I couldn’t agree/disagree because of a lack of knowledge.  Sometimes even with a lack of skill/knowledge, I judged what I would probably think.  Definites were obviously the easiest.	No	
3	Was keen to highlight my agreement with statements which related to learning behaviours rather than primarily focusing on learning/teaching (assessment and intervention) issues (again – likely to reflect my professional stance regarding the role of the EP).	No	
4	Initial sorting was based upon what I know about how I work and the evidence base.  More finely tuned judgements were reflections of my practice and what my belief system is. 	Yes (A)	
5	When I had strong views.  Ones I did not understand.	No	
6	Relating to specific case examples I have worked with.  Plus thinking about the models of literacy development I have in my head and relating the statements to the content of my knowledge.	No	
7	My experience in relation to the statement as well as my thoughts ‘hypothetically’.	Yes (C)	
8	Finding extreme views first and eliminating them.	Yes (A)	
9	How strongly I felt about a statement and also whether I had sufficient knowledge to form an opinion.	Yes (A)	
10	I feel that many EPs undervalue the role they can play in developing teaching of literacy.  I believe that EPs are in a good position to use the evidence base to enable teachers and schools to provide best quality teaching with literacy for all students.	No	
11	My experience as an infant teacher influenced the way I sorted the statements and also my reading of the Rose Review.  My training in ‘Phonographix’ influenced the way I taught reading and this influenced the way I sorted the statements too.  I haven’t kept up to date with my knowledge of research so was unsure of some questions.  Also it is some years since I taught reading and whilst I had a clear knowledge of activities to support ‘Word Level’ work I wouldn’t say my knowledge remains ‘clear’.	No	
12	I found myself falling back upon my psychological knowledge as to what was most important.  For example, I most disagreed with a statement that suggested reading was an ‘innate process, like language’.   This is fundamental Developmental Psychology (Chomsky) and should be central to EP practice.	Yes (A)	
13	Mainly my gut instinct response to the statements.	No	
14	Again I had to make a forced choice.	No	
15	-	No	
16	If it was at complete variance to my knowledge base, belief and thinking as an EP.	No	
17	Various:  Trying to interpret statements.  Trying to balance different perspectives that made a difference to how strongly I felt about a statement such as my own personal practice, wider policy about literacy, what the role of the EP is or ‘should’ be and the gap between what we ‘know’ and what we can actually ‘do’.  (All of which felt different sometimes.)	No	
18	Ones I felt most passionately about went at two ends, ones I was more indifferent about went in the middle.	No	
19	Judged the statements against my own thoughts and placed them accordingly.	No	
20	Hard to say.  I suspect a lot was based on initial reaction in addition to reasoning  (this came after, when taking the subtle nuances into acc). 	Yes (C)	
21	The far ends statements (-7/7) were almost immediately identified, because they are core beliefs and it was interesting to note how the process enabled this to happen.	No	
22	Those I agreed with were those that resonated most with me, as was the case with those I strongly disagreed with.	No	
23	I was aware that I was thinking of specific experiences with schools and cases that I have undertaken and these guided my responses.	No.	
24	Views of the role of the ed psych in my experience;  knowledge;  my personal perceptions.	Yes (B)	
25	See comment 3) above – those in the middle -1, 0, +1 etc placed where they were as different strategies in different situations.  Also some eg 44 standardised tests – which ones?  And scores do to a degree – and also able to obtain information from error analysis.	Yes (A)	
26	It was much easier identifying the extreme ends of the continuum – more tricky thinking about the ‘grey’ areas – so after separating into disagree/agree (definite) I took some time to consider the rest.	Yes (A)	
27	Most of them in terms Although I must admit some were in terms of what I think I should be doing eg:  53, 33).  	No	
28	I considered my practice and how I work as a starting point.  I then considered the approaches I would seek to actively challenge in school.  I then considered my skills and knowledge.	Yes (B)	
29	Well, several questions were being addressed – opinion re most appropriate support for pupils, my own confidence in role as EP with literacy difficulties, gaps in my own knowledge, government policy, current practice, role of other professionals.  So bit of a mission trying to sort as several questions and some very similar.	No	
30	-	No	
31	I looked at each statement separately but I can see that I must have unconsciously categorised them into ‘confidence’, ‘methods for acquiring/teaching literacy’ and then the ‘role of the EP’.	Yes (C)	
32	Experience of working with individual children in schools;  Experience of issues that repeatedly arise in schools;  Awareness of LA and BPS view of specific learning difficulties.	No	
33	Based on my position now. I sorted them according to what I currently think.	No	
34	Some statements were about beliefs – so I just knew.  Some were about what I actually do – so I thought of recent examples.	Yes (A)	
35	Reflected upon my experiences as an EP, my knowledge of literacy, my past experiences in supporting individuals with their reading.	No	
36	The items relevant to EPs were easier to answer.	Yes (D)	
37	Personal/ethical views.  Training (eg BPS definition of dyslexia rather than the discrepancy model).	No	
38	I sorted them based on my response to the statement.	No	
39	I tried to think about a specific child and what I would do and try and think about whether this was typical.	Yes (B)	
40	Finding the statements that reflected my ideas about literacy and placing them in the order needed.	Yes (D)	
41	First positive/agree then disagree, then middle ground.  My reasoning was quite personal and reflect my experience/ my work authority.	No	
42	Looked at pedagogical type statements and felt they were more important than ep knowledge and confidence statements.	Yes (A)	
43	Speed!  Recent experience of practice.	Yes (E)	
44	Found myself questioning my own attitudes.  Q:  Did this impact on sorting?	No	
45	I don’t know – ask me via e-mail.	Yes (B)	
46	Followed instructions and largely sorted according to belief systems.  Found a few statements challenging in terms of comprehension.  Not as polarised as I originally anticipated.	Yes (B)	
47	Gut reaction.	No	
48	Prioritisation re:  important to me, how strongly agreed or disagreed.	No	
Question 3)	What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort Statements in the ‘0’ position?
EP	Response	Exemplar(Factor)	Code
1	No real criteria/reasoning – these statements ended up in this column by a process of elimination ie they didn’t fit in any other column.	No	
2	I either had no strong opinion or, perhaps, just did not know either way.	No	
3	Lack of immediate judgement about whether I agreed or disagreed.	No	
4	No feeling or knowledge about.  Much more neutral statements.	Yes (A)	
5	Those I was not sure about.	No	
6	Ones I either had no knowledge of nor agreed or disagreed.	No	
7	No particular opinion regarding the statement as ‘factual’.	Yes (C)	
8	Left till last – filled in after process in 2 above.	Yes (A)	
9	The strongly agree/disagree were easy.  The more ambiguous or the questions where I thought I did not fully understand or did not have enough knowledge to answer were placed in the middle columns.	Yes (A)	
10	These statements have some basis for achieving my agreement but other statements I am more likely to agree with.	No	
11	I really wasn’t sure about some of the statements, for example I was unsure what interleaved learning is.  I placed most emphasis in my teaching of reading on phonics but I also think skills such as use of context cues are important in reading, especially where a phoneme has more than one way of being pronounced.  Q42 I was also unsure of as I was questioning the context.  It would depend on the objective of the lesson.  For example, a maths lessons where the focus is on consolidating a particular concept and where I knew a child has a reading difficulty I would lighten the reading load.  I have also not kept up with recent research in the area. 	No	
12	I put ambiguous statements at ‘0’ eg ‘Children need to develop a love of books’ (after all would anyone in Education not agree with this – but – many children don’t develop the love).  Also in the ‘0’ category were things I was not sure of eg reference to government’s new phonic check – too early to have a firm view/depends how it is used, etc.	Yes (A)	
13	Where the items were left over at the end, and also those where I had less certainty of strong feeling.	No	
14	I felt fairly neutral about these.	No	
15	-	No	
16	Indifference;  not a sense of negative or positive viewpoint.	No	
17	Things that related to the work other people do rather than EPs such as 84.  Things that relied on an interpretation of a word without background criteria such as ‘adequate’ in number 3.  Things that were ambiguous, eg, I was not clear for 56 if the intention was to imply that the child had been referred for literacy difficulties alone or if it was in combination with other questions, or other ambiguous statements such as ‘I would’ in 49 where I might sometimes but would not always:-  depending on the situation.  Because I didn’t have any room left in other columns.  Statements that presented stark A not B choices and that I agreed with one aspect but not the other ie, I did not see the choice as mutually exclusive).  Statements that were not relevant (ie, I am not in a time allocation model: 73). 	No	
18	Least passionate about.	No	
19	I initially sorted (as advised) those I felt more positively about and those I felt least positive about.  The remainder took up the middle of the chart.  That is not to say they are not important, just in my view not as important as those on the positive side.	No	
20	Wasn’t one.  I sorted the statements in relative order, so the ‘0’ statements didn’t have an objective value – they just happened to be in the middle.	Yes (C)	
21	Tended to be either:  I found the wording ambiguous;  My response was ‘depends on the situation’.;  I am unfamiliar with the label, ie, simple view of reading;  lack of confidence – un willingness to agree with definitive statements about my own level of knowledge confidence, etc.	No	
22	The most positive or agreeable statements from those I neither agreed or disagreed strongly with.	No	
23	Those statements I was less certain about.	No.	
24	Issues of intervention mostly as I am not involved with this as an ed psych.	Yes (B)	
25	Please see above.  Also some statements, eg, 51 – can’t make a comment as don’t know what proposed screening check for 6 yr olds is.	Yes (A)	
26	No strong feelings - either didn’t have room for them to go anywhere else.	Yes (A)	
27	Either I didn’t know the answer, depended on school (eg, 38) or I was unsure (eg, 36 – if specialist) teachers have training and knowledge then they would be able to advise schools).	No	
28	They were statements I would not be likely to recommend, nor to challenge if I encountered them in my work.	Yes (B)	
29	Those that didn’t fit into agree/disagree or were similar to some of those already sent to one side or the other.	No	
30	-	No	
31	Either I was unclear on the content of the questions or I was neutral.	Yes (C)	
32	They were statements that I just didn’t feel I could commit to but didn’t have the expertise to agree or disagree with.	No	
33	Some of them I didn’t understand or had no opportunity as yet.	No	
34	Sometimes it was “I don’t know” and sometimes it was “I do know but don’t have a strong opinion either way”.	Yes (A)	
35	Ones that I weren’t sure about, those that I had limited experience of or wasn’t clear about the meaning.	No	
36	Neutral opinions for categorising statements.	Yes (D)	
37	Some I had no strong feelings about;  some I didn’t understand (eg Simple Model of Reading).	No	
38	Statements that I felt most neutral about.	No	
39	Statements I wasn’t sure about – didn’t feel strongly about.	Yes (B)	
40	Fall-out from my agreed statements in some instances or those I had no strong feelings or was unsure about either way.	Yes (D)	
41	Often these were statements I knew little about (either terminology or where I felt evidence was lacking).	No	
42	Those I judged to be less critical than other statements.	Yes (A)	
43	Knowledge/lack of knowledge on specific areas.	Yes (E)	
44	They were completed last.  Only space left mixed/unsure responses.  Didn’t know answers to some as they were more relevant to UK context.	No	
45	I was neutral about them.	Yes (B)	
46	Didn’t fit into more extreme categories/ not room for to go one or other side of ‘0’ ie – or + comments – not necessarily an indication of neutrality.	Yes (B)	
47	Very few were left here for me – I had strong views on some and these were left over.	No	
48	Not really so important to me.	No	







Question 4)	What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort Statements in the extreme positive position (for example, at 7 or 6)?
EP	Response	Exemplar(Factor)	Code
1	If I felt strongly about these statements I placed them in these columns.  The meaning behind the statements in these columns are less ambiguous than harder to sort items, and these statements often refer to areas in which I have had previous experience and therefore I feel more strongly about them.	No	
2	I chose statements that fitted with my beliefs – based on experience, and some frustration, working with schools which seem stuck and on input, eg, from CPD from Jonathan Solity and Tommy McKay.	No	
3	These statements focused more on the value/importance of learning behaviours.	No	
4	Core beliefs.	Yes (A)	
5	Where I had strong feelings or lack of knowledge.	No	
6	That reading is a skill that helps people enjoy the content of books.	No	
7	Something fundamental to my practice.	Yes (C)	
8	Statements I was able to rapidly agree with without much second thought or prevarication.	Yes (A)	
9	Whether or not it was a clear statement that matched my belief system.	Yes (A)	
10	The use of synthetic phonics in teaching literacy can massively improve the outcome for pupils if the teaching staff are trained at the same time throughout the school.  This should include support assistants so that staff know what has been covered and achieved by pupils from one year to the next.	No	
11	I was influenced by my knowledge of synthetic phonics and my experiences as an infant teacher.	No	
12	Mainly to do with the evidence base, eg, + about synthetic phonics, systematically and the inverse function of reading and writing.	Yes (A)	
13	Mainly these are with regard to how I view the role of the EP in supporting literacy development – ie the most important factors.	No	
14	It was forced choice!	No	
15	-	No	
16	Extreme positive placements met with the theoretical underpinning of my knowledge base and evidence relating to the statement.	No	
17	Things that I know from experience tend to be most reflective of what I see happening, eg 78/79.  Things that I see as fundamental aspects/principles of EP work, eg 56/60.  Things that I feel it would be hard to imagine a counter view.	No	
18	-	No	
19	Evidence base – pretty self-explanatory!	No	
20	Please see answer for Qu. 3).    I agreed with these the most.	Yes (C)	
21	Core beliefs about teaching reading based on my learning/experience as an EP and when I was a teacher.	No	
22	Strongest resonation with my own personal views and experiences.	No	
23	The decisions I took were related to the experiences gained from being an EP.  For example, it can be difficult to know whether a school has been implementing an intervention effectively.   I have also been able to uncover social/emotional causal factors by speaking with parents.	No.	
24	Statements that reflected practice where I currently work.	Yes (B)	
25	Unequivocal – I don’t know what Simple View Reading is – however also aware of contradictions – interventions should be linked to evidence base – even if not entirely up to date with this – I guess question of priorities.	Yes (A)	
26	Immediate recognition of the statement as reflecting my own, personal position on issues surrounding teaching literacy/assessing difficulties.	Yes (A)	
27	I thought it was very simplistic!	No	
28	I would try to actively promote these practices, and the underlying philosophy they promote.	Yes (B)	
29	Things I felt most strongly about, although not easy to do trying to balance out response to various questions I imagine are behind the Q-sort – so represented different aspects of the questions.	No	
30	-	No	
31	Importance of evidence-base in an EP intervention and the need to understand the child’s progress within the context of home and school (including other people’s constructs of the difficulty).	Yes (C)	
32	Items that I had no doubt about my agreement with and belief in.	No	
33	These gave examples of my most recent practice.	No	
34	I strongly agreed on the basis of training, reading and discussing with colleagues.	Yes (A)	
35	Factual or based upon my experiences as an EP	No	
36	Reflects my confidence and skill over support and information.	Yes (D)	
37	Statements which held an affinity with my personal (eg love of reading is important) or professional (eg phonics are over-emphasized) views.	No	
38	Statements that I felt most strongly about.	No	
39	There were questions/statements that described our current position as a service where we have a must/should/could model and dyslexia is a ‘could’, ie. we could do it but would signpost to a traded service.	Yes (B)	
40	Definite agreement.	Yes (D)	
41	Very definitely held views or knowledge (less ‘value’ or quality needed).	No	
42	Those I felt were based on strong research evidence.	Yes (A)	
43	Experience and evidence based practice.	Yes (E)	
44	Felt most strongly about these.	No	
45	Feeling strongly.	Yes (B)	
46	Felt quite strongly – these were the easiest to place.	Yes (B)	
47	I feel strongly about these.	No	
48	Strong feeling.	No	























Question 5)	What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort Statements in the extreme negative position (for example, at -7 or -6)?
EP	Response	Exemplar(Factor)	Code
1	As above, feeling strongly about the statement made them easier to sort.	No	
2	Where they were contrary to my beliefs based on experience and (limited) expertise.	No	
3	These statements focused more on specific approaches to assessment.	No	
4	Core beliefs.	Yes (A)	
5	Strong feelings on my own knowledge.	No	
6	That I am not a fan of the discrepancy model – for understanding literacy difficulties.	No	
7	Against my beliefs, ie, the role of the EP, eg pathologising!	Yes (C)	
8	Statements I was able to rapidly agree with without much second thought or prevarication.	Yes (A)	
9	Whether or not it was a clear statement  that matched my belief system.  	Yes (A)	
10	EPs who are content to leave literacy interventions to others miss out on the opportunity of making a difference to the pupils and schools they work with.	No	
11	I was influenced by my concerns about the dyslexia label and diagnosing dyslexia.  I am aware that some children do not make progress despite positive and systematic teaching of evidence based approaches.  I think we do need some specialist teachers for children who experience significant difficulties if teachers are not trained to support these children.	No	
12	As mentioned in No 2) mainly about statements that contradicted fundamental psychology and those that seem to support a ‘discrepancy model’ by advocating IQ testing.	Yes (A)	
13	Again – this is a reflection of how I feel the EP should be involved in providing messages to others, as well as helping me to reflect on what I do and why I do it.	No	
14	Again I had to make a forced choice.	No	
15	-	No	
16	If it was at complete variance to my knowledge base, belief and thinking as an EP.	No	
17	Things that are factually incorrect/have no evidence base.	No	
18	-	No	
19	Decoding is a separate skills from comprehension/understanding;  Was not comfortable with term ‘pathologising’;  Feel that if we are going to advise teachers on reading strategies we need to have an understanding of how children learn.	No	
20	I agreed with these least.  (See answer for qu. 3 also).	Yes (C)	
21	As above – particularly my experience of the range of myths/lack of knowledge/poor practical skills alive and breeding in schools.	No	
22	As per question 4.	No	
23	My -7 choice (8) – I felt strongly that reading is a skill that is learnt unlike language acquisition – where I am in agreement with Chomsky’s theory around the language acquisition device (LAD), for my other choices (-6) I was mindful of the need for the distinct contribution an EP makes – exploring all factors when assessing literacy difficulties (social/emotional, etc).	No.	
24	Personal views of assessment.	Yes (B)	
25	Again unequivocal view not open really to interpretation of situationally dependent.	Yes (A)	
26	The same as qu. 4.  Immediate recognition of the statement as reflecting my own person position and issues surrounding teaching literacy/ assessing difficulties.	Yes (A)	
27	That answer probably reflects my fear of tribunals rather than the ‘dyslexia’ issue!	No	
28	I would attempt to actively challenge these views if encountered in schools.	Yes (B)	
29	Things I felt most strongly about, although not easy, to do trying to balance out response to various questions I imagine are behind the Q-sort – so represented different aspects of the questions.	No	
30	-	No	
31	This seems to relate to my confidence in the area of literacy and the diagnosis of dyslexia.	Yes (C)	
32	If the statement was in disagreement with my fundamental beliefs about literacy and literacy difficulties.	No	
33	Personal view.	No	
34	The same as above but strongly disagreed.  (on the basis of training, reading and discussing with colleagues).	Yes (A)	
35	-7/-6 reflections about my skills and how often I encounter ‘dyslexia’ in my role as an EP	No	
36	Supporting specialist teachers in ‘their role’.	Yes (D)	
37	The opposite of above.  Personal views I disagree with (eg, all children leaving school have a good level of literacy) or professional views counter to my own (eg cognitive assessment important for literacy assessment).	No	
38	As above.	No	
39	I find that I’m no longer involved with schools in relation to literacy difficulties.	Yes (B)	
40	Definite disagreement.	Yes (D)	
41	As above.	No	
42	Those that reflected what I consider to be poor practice or beliefs / that act as barriers to addressing pupils’ literacy needs.	Yes (A)	
43	Usually what I have heard said but strongly disagree with.	Yes (E)	
44	Felt most strongly about these.	No	
45	Again, things that made me react emotionally.	Yes (B)	
46	A couple of statements strongly disagreed with but otherwise was a relative judgement in relation to other statements.	Yes (B)	
47	I feel strongly about these.	No	
48	Same as above (strong feelings).	No	



















Question 6)	Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would liked to have commented on/ranked?
EP	Response	Exemplar(Factor)	Code
1	No.	No	
2	Possibly there might have been more about the advice and assessments offered by specialist teachers and also, perhaps, more about differing views among EPs and with this EPS and Local Authority.	No	
3	Role/importance of peers and peer based learning.  Literacy in the wider context – including culture/social factors (eg spelling of words in texts and the evolution of language within the social context).	No	
4	I was surprised there was not more about sight/whole word teaching from the real books approach and no real distinction between synthetic phonic teaching and traditional phonic teaching.  I also wondered about specific programmes that schools might be using and where they might fit into the picture.	Yes (A)	
5	No.	No	
6	The dual route model to literacy development.	No	
7	No.	Yes (C)	
8	Just one!  ‘Do you ask parents to rehearse at home the strategies you recommend to teachers’?!  (Answer = ‘you shouldn’t’?!)	Yes (A)	
9	No.	Yes (A)	
10	A few statements on the retraining of school staff so that their enthusiasm and commitment to an approach is not allowed to wane or dissipate with time.	No	
11	No.	No	
12	No.	Yes (A)	
13	Don’t think so!	No	
14	No.	No	
15	-	No	
16	The statements were many and varied and fully encompassing.	No	
17	There were very few statements relating to motivation and self-perception, which is an interest of mine, and which in my opinion is fundamental to reading, literacy, learning.  I remember one about ‘fun activities’, but there were none about feedback, child’s view, ipsative assessment or self-concept which I view as all important to the EP role in relation to literacy.   I was also surprised not to see any reference to strategies relating to interaction with peers (paired reading or reciprocal teaching) in the context many statements about ‘advice’ I would give to schools.	No	
18	-	No	
19	No.	No	
20	Not particularly.  Possibly efficacy of synthetic phonics approach over traditional analytic phonics approaches (this was probably implicit in some of the statements).  Specific programme / intervention?	Yes (C)	
21	Can’t think of anything.	No	
22	Nothing comes to mind.	No	
23	I don’t think so.	No.	
24	No.	Yes (B)	
25	-	Yes (A)	
26	No – very comprehensive statements – although some were extremely similar which made ranking challenging at times.	Yes (A)	
27	No, very thorough.	No	
28	No.	Yes (B)	
29	Big question.  Seems pretty thorough.  I imagine you have several research questions to address through these!  Eg, understanding of literacy difficulties and dyslexia;  our confidence in our ability to identify and support these pupils;  the state of our current knowledge, etc.	No	
30	-	No	
31	Perhaps something on other professionals’ views of literacy to deconstruct what EPs see as their role within literacy development and support?	Yes (C)	
32	Not that I can think of.	No	
33	No.  I felt there were so many statements it was difficult to keep them in mind anyway.  I was surprised one statement was duplicated.	No	
34	No.	Yes (A)	
35	No.	No	
36	No.	Yes (D)	
37	More on parental influences (eg parental views of reading influencing child’s learning development).	No	
38	Reference to Ruth Miskin!	No	
39	No.	Yes (B)	
40	Not really – there were quite a lot included that were really challenging.	Yes (D)	
41	Difficult to say.  Perhaps a definition of dyslexia?  What is it?	No	
42	No, the range of statements were quite comprehensive.	Yes (A)	
43	Early Reading Research.	Yes (E)	
44	No.	No	
45	No.	Yes (B)	
46	Nothing obvious.	Yes (B)	
47	No.	No	
48	No.	No	





























Question 7)	Was/were there any Q-sort statement(s) included in the Q-sort that you thought shouldn’t have been?
EP	Response	Exemplar(Factor)	Code
1	Some were very similar / possibly duplicated – so maybe these should not both have been there?	No	
2	It may just be me, but some seemed to be very specific to branded products and could appear leading.	No	
3	Reference to time allocated model wasn’t relevant to my LA (this may be because your research sample is beyond this LA?).  Literacy in the wider context – including cultural/social factors (eg spelling of words in texts and the evolution of language within the social context).	No	
4	Repetition but presume this is part of the process.	Yes (A)	
5	No.	No	
6	Some appeared repetitive – but subtle differences so I assume need to be included.	No	
7	‘Maybe children need to develop a love of books’ can be answered in so many different ways.  I had to place at ‘0’ since it could imply the ‘Real Books’ absorption model?!   But the possibility of Sounds-Write graduates loving books prevented a negative rating!	Yes (C)	
8		Yes (A)	
9	No 72 – I did not understand the relevance of this question in relation to literacy.	Yes (A)	
10	None.	No	
11	I wasn’t sure why 66 was included?	No	
12	Some decisions we make as EPs (sadly) have little to do with evidence / psychology but are more about politics / context  / getting on with opinionated HT, etc.  For example, statements about looking at emotional issues, or it does not work telling schools what to do are clearly part of our work but the decisions we make around these are not always guided by the evidence base. 	Yes (A)	
13	No.	No	
14	No.	No	
15	-	No	
16	64 There are tools we can use to diagnose dyslexia.  This is something we can all do – the LA expects this from the EPs, irrespective of one’s own beliefs.57 I would carry out (protected) word reading and spelling tests – again we have to do this in SAs, etc.72.  If schools want an EP assessment they can buy it in.  This is a truism in this LA.	No	
17	34 and 82 were identical.  Not clear if this is part of the methodology but seemed pointless.  55 and 60 were so similar as to make sorting them irrelevant from my point of my view.	No	
18	Possibly 73?  Now outdated.	No	
19	No.	No	
20	No.	Yes (C)	
21	82 and 34 are the same.	No	
22	Statements 34 and 82 appear to be identical.	No	
23	Not that I can think of.	No.	
24	No.	Yes (B)	
25	Some appeared a little random – pathologising EPs.	Yes (A)	
26	See above.  Some were extremely similar which made ranking challenging at times.	Yes (A)	
27	No.	No	
28	No.	Yes (B)	
29	No – just that seemed repetitions, but that displays my ignorance, rather than your statements which I am sure were carefully worded.	No	
30	-	No	
31	No.	Yes (C)	
32	It didn’t strike me when I was doing it that there were.	No	
33	No.	No	
34	No.	Yes (A)	
35	No.	No	
36	No.	Yes (D)	
37	Some of those which alluded to particular approaches/programmes – hard to rate them if we haven’t heard of them.	No	
38	I thought one was repeated – maybe I misread it.	No	
39	No.	Yes (B)	
40	No.	Yes (D)	
41	Not particularly.	No	
42	Yes, those related to what happens in current arrangements eg, statements of what is other than what might be judged as desirable, eg, ‘specialist teachers assess literacy difficulties’ (not a direct quote but reflects 2/3 statements that I might have agreed was happening but might not agree should happen.	Yes (A)	
43	Not that I can recall.	Yes (E)	
44	No.	No	
45	Yes but I’d need a copy to identify them.	Yes (B)	
46	Not obviously.  However, a few statements were difficult to comprehend.	Yes (B)	
47	The ones about LA don’t apply to me.	No	
48	Maybe some relating to individual approaches eg, Letters and Sounds, EPs may not be so familiar with programmes but still have a relevant and important contribution to make.  May undermine confidence relating to some other statements, eg, don’t know that approach, not informed in this area.	No	
























Question 8)	Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular?  (For example, were there any you found difficult to understand or to sort, and why?)
EP	Response	Exemplar(Factor)	Code
1	Some were difficult to understand – eg 17, (because of my lack of experience/knowledge?)  Some appeared to be context dependent, eg 38 (one school might do this but many others might not).  Some were difficult to sort because I lacked the necessary experience and knowledge in this area – I would be interested to find out more.	No	
2	No.	No	
3	Generally I placed this at ‘0’.	No	
4	There seemed to be more statements that I would place in the positive positions.	Yes (A)	
5	Did not understand some of the interventions that exist.	No	
6	Some required a knowledge about the theory/intervention.   It may have been helpful to have a brief description as to what these are in a separate cover.	No	
7	No.	Yes (C)	
8	Those containing the word ‘dyslexia’.  Sometimes the word is used to describe a difficulty with reading regardless of cause, eg (22) but sometimes in the more traditional sense of an inherent difficulty, eg 62 & 68.   Statements were placed in grid using implied meanings rather than a consistent definition throughout.  Eg (58) implies (to me) a more traditional definition and was therefore placed in a negative column.  Statement (89) also implies a traditional definition and was placed in a positive column.  Statement (88) was placed in a positive position because I could do so whether a traditional definition as implied or to a BPS definition is being used, ie, dyslexia = problem with reading & spelling.	Yes (A)	
9	No 78 – I have no idea of the ‘simple view of reading’;  No 17 – I found difficult to sort and understand through lack of knowledge.	Yes (A)	
10	-	No	
11	I think the questions about using standardised tests are thought provoking.  The research on working memory shows that the majority of children with reading difficulties have working memory difficulties and tests of WM therefore can be useful.  Awareness of difficulties can influence interventions.  I think there’s a place for precision teaching in developing fluency as an additional strategy.  Also, I have found when teaching children with ASD that developing a sight vocabulary helping reading progress and that it was very effortful to get them to take on the synthetic approach beyond the early stages.	No	
12	No.	Yes (A)	
13	A few could be open to interpretation or situation specific but generally were ok.	No	
14	No.	No	
15	-	No	
16	73 I am limited by what I can do in the time dictated by a time allocation model.   We do not work using a time allocation model – although traded is time ‘costed’.	No	
17	See my answer to Q3.  Most of them went into the ‘0’ section.	No	
18	Some of the statements, I had no idea what they were about eg ‘Letters & Sounds’ intervention (34) or what 50 meant.  I think this task has highlighted more gaps in my knowledge of literacy.	No	
19	Was not sure what the ‘common view of reading’ is;  Those statements phrased negatively needed more thought, ie, I disagree and therefore goes on the positive side.	No	
20	Not really.	Yes (C)	
21	I found the ones on EP role quite difficult – because we seem to have many different definitions of consultations, etc.	No	
22	Some were quite lengthy and needed to be read several times in order to ensure understanding.	No	
23	I am not familiar with the ‘Simple View of Reading’.	No.	
24	No.	Yes (B)	
25	Please see 2) above – assessment and analysis and intervention based on individual needs eg child who spells cut “cuut” would require different strategy in my view re English orthography than one who is unable to segment / understand sounds represented by letters, etc.	Yes (A)	
26	-	Yes (A)	
27	Wasn’t quite sure of 57 – Does that mean word reading and spelling tests just available for EPs.	No	
28	No.	Yes (B)	
29	NI, I think they were fine. They did prompt me to return to an article on the SVR.  Which was good.  I’d welcome any CPD in literacy difficulties. It seems to sit uneasily between us and STS, certainly in the west.	No	
30	-	No	
31	Some of the statements talked about specific approaches (e.g. statement 82), which I’m not familiar with and therefore did not feel confident to answer. As a trainee EP, I’ve been surprised by the limited input we have at university and within placement on literacy development, support and the EP role – is this because it’s not thought to be part of the EP role OR because its assumed we already have this knowledge.  Maybe this reflects a change in the training and TEPs no longer being required to have previously been teachers. However, does this match EPS expectations? It’s been very interesting – Thanks!	Yes (C)	
32	I don’t know anything about the ‘simple view of reading’ so it was difficult to sort those. Others sometimes caused the question of whether there was a difference between what I think and what I am supposed to think.	No	
33	Yes! 51 – Hypothetical – How can I know! 19 – Don’t know.  15 – Didn’t understand;  34 & 82 – no opportunity as yet;  18 – no view;  78 & 83 – Don’t know.	No	
34	Not really.	Yes (A)	
35	Term ‘Simple View of Reading’ unsure what this is – Iinked to a model I guess but didn’t know any more than that about it.	No	
36	Some statements were complex.	Yes (D)	
37	Yes – statement about interleaving (didn’t understand it) and some of specific programmes/approaches (such as the Simple View of Reading).	No	
38	No, they were clear and easy to understand and seemed very relevant / appropriate.	No	
39	Some statements eg time allocation model didn’t apply as this is no longer our model of delivery.  I found it hard to sort some of the statements as I didn’t know a lot about them.	Yes (B)	
40	There were programmes or methods that I was / am not familiar with or maybe just called by different names.	Yes (D)	
41	I found I had a lot of positive statements, so this may have skewed my responses.	No	
42	No.	Yes (A)	
43	Only those to which I had no knowledge/experience.	Yes (E)	
44	Just the ones which I wouldn’t have encountered in …. Context and strategies I wasn’t familiar with.	No	
45	As above.	Yes (B)	
46	See above.  (A few statements were difficult to comprehend.	Yes (B)	
47	-	No	
48	-	No	


APPENDIX 19
RECORD OF ASSESSMENT (Names and dates changed to retain anonymity)

Pupil Name:		Emily Smith			Date  of Assessment:  16/05/09

Date of birth:		21/06/02			Current Age:   6 years 10 months

School:		Greengage Academy		NC Year:    3

REASON FOR REFERRAL

Emily’s mum is concerned about the development of Emily’s literacy skills

This information is for Emily’s parents and school to support the identification of her needs and ongoing intervention programme. 

Emily has a history of hearing loss and has grommets fitted in both ears.

ASSESSMENT

In order to provide a measure of Emily’s literacy skills the British Ability Scales (BAS) II was administered.  Emily attained as follows (where the average score falls between the 16th and 85th centile):

PRE INTERVENTION:  Date of test:  16/05/09

Sub Scale	Standardised Score	Centile	Age Equivalent
Word Reading	82	12th 	5 years 4 months
Spelling	80	9th 	5 years 4 months

POST INTERVENTION (see description of intervention at the end of this report): Date of test:  30/05/09

Sub Scale	Standardised Score	Centile	Age Equivalent
Word Reading	85	16th	5 years 7 months
Spelling	91	27th	6 years 4 months

Emily’s progress at the Word Level Pre-Intervention

In order to provide an idea of where Emily is within the Word Level, I administered the Sounds-Write Diagnostic Assessment.  Details of the Word Level knowledge and skills and Emily’s progress within these are outlined below:

Conceptual Knowledge

There are four elements of understanding about the alphabet code:
	Letters are symbols that represent sounds.
	A sound can be represented by a grapheme (spelling) containing between 1-4 letters.
	A sound can be spelt in more than one way.
	A spelling can represent more than one sound.
Emily occasionally demonstrates an understanding that letters are symbols that represent sounds.  However, this is not yet consistent.  This is partly due to her history of hearing loss as she does not always hear the final sound in three sound words.  She is not looking carefully at the graphemes that make up words as she has not been able to rely on a strategy of mapping sound to symbol through the word as she cannot hold all the sounds to blend them.  In addition, she is not familiar with the graphemes comprising the extended code that make up the high frequency words that children are typically exposed to as they move through KS1.

Currently Emily tries to commit the whole words and sentences to memory and then guess at words when she is not able to recall the words from memory.  Emily focuses predominantly on the picture and, even when she sounds a word out, it does not always bear any relation to the word she is looking at.

I feel there are still some issues with Emily’s hearing as she commonly looks at the adult’s lips to hear the sounds rather than at the word. 

Code Knowledge

There are two main areas of code knowledge:

	Initial code:  Identifying the sounds for and writing the graphemes comprising one letter, one sound and two letters, one sound (eg ll, ss, nn, sh, ch, ck).

	Extended or complex code:  Identifying the sounds for and writing graphemes comprising up to four letters.

Emily was able to give the sounds when shown:
m, s, i, t, a, p, n, o, c, b, g, d, f, e, l, u, y, z, w, k, x

Emily is not consistently saying the sounds precisely but is adding an ‘uh’.

Emily is confusing plosives, c, g, t, d at the end of words and is finding it difficult to hear ‘v’ (the voiced ‘f’) so is also confusing these.

Emily appears to be using some of the actions for cued articulation and this is likely to be helpful for her.

Emily was not able to give the sounds for any graphemes that contained two letters.

I did not check her ability to write the letters given the sounds.  However, Emily appears to be able to produce, in the main, well formed letters and quite neat cursive writing during dictation of simple, previously taught, CVC words.  She is confusing d and b in her writing, and needs some work on forming the cursive ‘f’.

Skills

There are three skills involved in becoming a proficient reader and speller:

	Blending for reading
	Segmenting for spelling
	Phoneme manipulation to aid fluency in reading

Emily was not able to blend three sound words.

Although Emily was occasionally able to segment three sound words she cannot be described as proficient at this level. 

Emily was not able to delete phonemes from three sound words.

Summary of Sounds-Write Diagnostic Assessment

	Pre-Intervention(16/05/09)	Post-Intervention(30/05/09)	Notes
Blending	2/14	4/14	Emily has had an intermittent hearing loss with has resulted in a slower development of her auditory memory skills.  She often changes the last sound and gets a different word and confuses some sounds and graphemes.  However, with practice of this skill she is making measurable progress.
Segmenting	11/69	25/69	Emily has made good improvement with her segmenting over the three weeks and this is reflected in the increase in her spelling age.  She can tend to over-emphasize the sounds still, so needs reminding to say the sounds precisely.
Phoneme Manipulation	1/10	1/10	Emily needs lots more practice at this skill to aid her short-term auditory (listening) memory processing skills.
Code Knowledge	21/50	25/50	Emily has quite a good knowledge of the Initial Code.  She was confusing ‘f’ and ‘v’ but by placing her finger on her throat she is now able to feel the difference between the voiced ‘v’ and the unvoiced ‘f’ and is able to write the correct grapheme.
Self Esteem			Emily has grown increasingly confident over the sessions.  She is willing and keen to show she can do the tasks independently.  Her mum says Emily enjoys coming to the sessions and repeats the activities at home.


RECORD OF INTERVENTION

I started working with Emily at Unit 2 of the Sounds-Write programme on 16th May 2009.  We worked together for seven one hour sessions over a three week period.  Emily’s mum watched the sessions and took home three sound word building activities in the Unit Emily was working.  

She has also taken home Dandelion Readers (written to support the Units of the Sounds-Write Programme) which contain mainly three sound words comprising phonemes/ graphemes at the level of the Unit she is working at with a very limited number of high frequency words.  I have listened to Emily read the Sounds-Write readers as part of the sessions.

RECOMMENDATIONS

To maintain her progress Emily would benefit from daily access to the Sounds-Write programme for a minimum of 30 minutes each day.  This should include writing from dictation and reading texts at the level of the Unit she is working in.  She has just completed Unit 5.  A sample lesson plan might include:

Lesson 4	Reading 6-8 words from Unit 5 and writing these words.
Lesson 3	Sound-swap say half of the Unit 5 word list.
Lesson 1	Word building 6-8 words from Unit 6.
Lesson 4	Dictation – 2 sentences from Unit 6.
Lesson 4	Reading Words from unit 6 (see materials on Sounds-Write CD).

Also, on a daily basis, it will be helpful for Emily to have access to a reading book at her level within the Sounds-Write programme, eg, Dandelion Reader or Sounds-Write Text Unit 5 or 6, or a text comprising graphemes and words up to and including that Unit.  For example, in class she could be given printed sentences to read and illustrate independently. 
		


Derrie Clark
Chartered Educational Psychologist

30/05/09

Attached Appendix – Analysis of Reading Books



Word Level	Red Gum  (Dandelion Readers) Unit 5 	What a bad dog!  (Oxford Reading Tree) S2
	(Emily can decode words in red.)
	Pip and Kim run to a can of pop.  Pip and Kim sit on the can.Piip has got a bit of gum.  It is red gum.Kim has got a lot of gum.  The red gum is fun.Pop! The gum is on Pip and Kim.Pip has gum on his lip and on his leg.Pip and Kim tug and tub.  Kim and Pip cannot get rid of the gum.Kim and Pip rip the tab off the can.Pip and Kim get a rag and rub the gum off.	Floppy went on the concrete.Floppy pulled the washing down.Floppy pushed the Lego over.‘What a bad dog!’ Said MumFloppy barked and barked.  Dad couldn’t sleep.Dad was cross.‘What a bad dog!’ said DadThe tray was on fire.What a good dog!                         
Decodability	93 / 93	26 / 51
Conceptual knowledge	phoneme to graphemeTeaching Emily using the simple code in the early stages provides her with a base on which to build her decoding skills.  If she says the sounds she will get the word so it is not such a problem if she forgets a word she has previously decoded because she can just work it out again.  This gives Emily confidence to have a go	Includes all four elements of conceptual knowledge.This text does not provide Emily with learning opportunities to build up her skills and knowledge at the Word Level  in layers in a systematic and cumulative way.  This means her recall of information (words) will be inconsistent or non-existent leading to frustration and guessing.  
Code knowledge	S-W Unit 5:  s, m, a, i, t, n, o, p, Ellis is being provided with an opportunity to practice the skill of blending without also having to work out the grapheme (which overloads her memory and detracts from the skills practice).	Includes both initial and extended code eg, p u sh ed and p u ll ed.Emily is beginning to understand that ‘u’ can represent the ‘u’ sound in’put’ (through gradual sensitization of being given this word in dictation) but is not ready for two letters one sound.
Skills	Practice in blending CVC words for reading.Provides lots of opportunity for Emily to practice the skill of blending three sound words.  Emily needs this practice to enable her to hear and retain the final sound.	Recalling words from a visual lexicon of previously memorized words.This makes Emily rely on pictures cues to predict text that she is having difficulty memorizing.  She is not able to break these words down as she does not have knowledge of the Extended Code graphemes.  Relying on picture cues means that Emily does not look carefully at the words.  She will not understand the main concept that letters are symbols that represent sounds but will simply say any word even though it bears no resemblance to the letters on the page.  Also, because she is not focusing in on the grapheme, the reversibility of the code is not apparent and she is not able to generalize to her spelling.
Extract of report produced by an EP colleague reflecting assessment and reporting
of word level skills and knowledge. 

Achievement Findings
Reading, Spelling, Written Expression, Phonological Skills

Effective readers and spellers understand the ‘code’- the phonological code that underpins both these tasks.  Phonological processing is the ability to process individual sounds in words.  Code knowledge (letters or visual representations of sound) is required to understand how we write different sounds.  Effective readers and spellers have learned that sometimes one sound (phoneme) is represented by one or more letters (graphemes).   Therefore, ER’s phonological processing skills were assessed using a diagnostic measure from Sounds-Write (a company specialising in the effective teaching of this type of phonological capacity, called synthetic phonics).  Results are as follows:

Test	Attainment	Implications 	Next steps
Alphabet Code Knowledge (what sounds do we say when we see certain letters?)- a reading assessment	38/39 (partial assessment) correct although ER often did not use a ‘pure sound’, eg, ‘m’ was pronounced ‘mer’ instead of ‘mm’ 	There is evidence that ER knows many of the ‘codes’ yet does not yet apply them consistently into reading and spelling areas.	ER needs to develop ‘pure’ sound pro-duction to support her decoding (read-ing) and encoding (spelling) and to develop automatici-ty in all the codes
Phoneme skills test (hearing sounds in words, without print)	Blending (ER pushed sounds together to make words):  13/14Segmenting (ER was given a word and she had to break it down into separate sounds):  64/69	ER has skills in this area and can apply these into reading area.This skill supports spelling.  ER is able to hear sounds but may not be using this method when spelling	To continue practic-ing saying the sound and reading the word using print and in the absence of printTo have additional practice in this area:  saying the sound and writing the word, to support spelling
Phoneme Deletion	4/10	ER needs practice in this area to support the variation in the written and aural code.	Practice in taking sounds in and out of words is needed.

ER’s phonological skills are developing and are certainly functional.  However, ER may not be entirely sure that spelling, for instance, simply follows a code in many instances and that her role is to work out how sounds are written in each word.   ER may be memorising the words rather than being able to work out the internal structure of the word.
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